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structure.  I  suppose  the  institution  of  slavery 
really  looks  small  to  him.  He  is  so  put  up  by 
nature  that  a  lash  upon  his  back  would  hurt  him, 
but  a  lash  upon  anybody  else's  back  does  not 
hurt  him.  That  is  the  build  of  the  man,  and 
consequently  he  looks  upon  the  matter  of  slavery 
in  this  unimportant  light. 

Judge  Douglas  ought  to  remember,  when  he 
is  endeavoring  to  force  this  policy  upon  the 
American  people,  that  while  he  is  put  up  in 
that  way,  a  good  many  are  not.  He  ought  to 
remember  that  there  was  once  in  this  country  a 
man  by  the  name  of  Thomas  Jefferson,  supposed 
to  be  a  Democrat — a  man  whose  principles  and 
policy  are  not  very  prevalent  amongst  Demo- 
crats to-day,  it  is  true;  but  that  man  did  not  take 
exactly  this  view  of  the  insignificance  of  the  ele- 
ment of  slavery  which  our  friend  Judge  Doug- 
las does.  In  contemplation  of  this  thing,  we 
all  know  he  was  led  to  exclaim,  "I  tremble  for 
my  country  when  I  remember  that  God  is  just!" 
We  know  how  he  looked  upon  it  when  he  thus 
expressed  himself.  There  was  danger  to  this 
country,  danger  of  the  avenging  justice  of  God, 
in  that  little  unimportant  popular-sovereignty 
question  of  Judge  Douglas.  He  supposed  there 
was  a  question  of  God's  eternal  justice  wrapped 
up  in  the  enslaving  of  any  race  of  men,  or  any 
man,  and  that  those  who  did  so  braved  the  arm 
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of  Jehovah — that  when  a  nation  thus  dared  the 
Almighty,  every  friend  of  that  nation  had  cause 
to  dread  his  wrath.  Choose  ye  between  Jeffer- 
son and  Douglas  as  to  what  is  the  true  view  of 
this  element  among  us. 

There  is  another  little  difficulty  about  this 
matter  of  treating  the  Territories  and  States 
alike  in  all  things,  to  which  I  ask  your  attention, 
and  I  shall  leave  this  branch  of  the  case.  If 
there  is  no  difference  between  them,  why  not 
make  the  Territories  States  at  once?  What  is 
the  reason  that  Kansas  was  not  fit  to  come  into 
the  Union  when  it  was  organized  into  a  Terri- 
tory, in  Judge  Douglas's  view?  Can  any  of  you 
tell  any  reason  why  it  should  not  have  come  into 
the  Union  at  once? 

They  are  fit,  as  he  thinks,  to  decide  upon  the 
slavery  question — the  largest  and  most  impor- 
tant with  which  they  could  possibly  deal;  what 
could  they  do  by  coming  into  the  Union  that  they 
are  not  fit  to  do,  according  to  his  view,  by  stay- 
ing out  of  it?  Oh,  they  are  not  fit  to  sit  in 
Congress  and  decide  upon  the  rates  of  postage, 
or  questions  of  ad  valorem  or  specific  duties  on 
foreign  goods,  or  live-oak  timber  contracts;  they 
are  not  fit  to  decide  these  vastly  important  mat- 
ters, which  are  national  in  their  import,  but  they 
are  fit,  "from  the  jump,"  to  decide  this  little 
negro  question.     But,  gentlemen,  the  case  is  too 
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plain ;  I  occupy  too  much  time  on  this  head,  and 
I  pass  on. 

Near  the  close  of  the  copyright  essay,  the 
judge,  I  think,  comes  very  near  kicking  his  own 
fat  into  the  fire.  I  did  not  think  when  I  com- 
menced these  remarks  that  I  would  read  from 
that  article,  but  I  now  believe  I  will: 

This  exposition  of  the  history  of  these  measures 
shows  conclusively  that  the  authors  of  the  compro- 
mise measures  of  1850,  and  of  the  Kansas-Nebraska 
act  of  1854,  as  well  as  the  members  of  the  Continen- 
tal Congress  in  1774,  and  the  founders  of  our  sys- 
tem of  government  subsequent  to  the  Revolution,  re- 
garded the  people  of  the  Territories  and  Colonies  as 
political  communities  which  were  entitled  to  a  free 
and  exclusive  power  of  legislation  in  their  provincial 
legislatures,  where  their  representation  could  alone 
be  preserved,  in  all  cases  of  taxation  and  internal 
polity. 

When  the  judge  saw  that  putting  in  the  word 
"slavery"  would  contradict  his  own  history,  he 
put  in  what  he  knew  would  pass  as  synonymous 
with  it — "internal  polity."  Whenever  we  find 
that  in  one  of  his  speeches,  the  substitute  is  used 
in  this  manner;  and  I  can  tell  you  the  reason. 
It  would  be  too  bald  a  contradiction  to  say  slav- 
ery, but  "internal  polity"  is  a  general  phrase 
which  would  pass  in  some  quarters,  and  which 
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he  hopes  will  pass  with  the  reading  community, 
for  the  same  thing. 

This  right  pertains  to  the  people  collectively,  as  a 
law-abiding  and  peaceful  community,  and  not  to  the 
isolated  individuals  who  may  wander  upon  the  pub- 
lic domain  in  violation  of  law.  It  can  only  be  exer- 
cised where  there  are  inhabitants  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  government,  and  capable  of  performing  its 
various  functions  and  duties,  a  fact  to  be  ascertained 
and  determined  by  — 

Who  do  you  think?  Judge  Douglas  says,  "By 
Congress." 

Whether  the  number  shall  be  fixed  at  ten,  fifteen, 
or  twenty  thousand  inhabitants  does  not  affect  the 
principle. 

Now  I  have  only  a  few  comments  to  make. 
Popular  sovereignty,  by  his  own  words,  does  not 
pertain  to  the  few  persons  who  wander  upon 
the  public  domain  in  violation  of  law.  We  have 
his  words  for  that.  When  it  does  pertain  to 
them  is  when  they  are  sufficient  to  be  formed 
into  an  organized  political  community,  and  he 
fixes  the  minimum  for  that  at  10,000,  and  the 
maximum  at  20,000.  Now  I  would  like  to  know 
what  is  to  be  done  with  the  9,000?  Are  they 
all  to  be  treated,  until  they  are  large  enough  to 
be   organized    into   a    political   community,   as 
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wanderers  upon  the  public  land  in  violation  of 
law?  And  if  so  treated  and  driven  out,  at  what 
point  of  time  would  there  ever  be  ten  thousand? 
If  they  were  not  driven  out,  but  remained  there 
as  trespassers  upon  the  public  land  in  violation 
of  the  law,  can  they  establish  slavery  there? 
No;  the  judge  says  popular  sovereignty  don't 
pertain  to  them  then.  Can  they  exclude  it  then? 
No;  popular  sovereignty  don't  pertain  to  them 
then.  I  would  like  to  know,  in  the  case  covered 
by  the  essay,  what  condition  the  people  of  the 
Territory  are  in  before  they  reach  the  number 
of  ten  thousand? 

But  the  main  point  I  wish  to  ask  attention  to 
is  that  the  question  as  to  when  they  shall  have 
reached  a  sufficient  number  to  be  formed  into  a 
regular  organized  community  is  to  be  decided 
"by  Congress."  Judge  Douglas  says  so.  Well, 
gentlemen,  that  is  about  all  we  want.  No;  that 
is  all  the  Southerners  want.  That  is  what  all 
those  who  are  for  slavery  want.  They  do  not 
want  Congress  to  prohibit  slavery  from  coming 
into  the  new  Territories,  and  they  do  not  want 
popular  sovereignty  to  hinder  it;  and  as  Con- 
gress is  to  say  when  they  are  ready  to  be  organ- 
ized, all  that  the  South  has  to  do  is  to  get  Con- 
gress to  hold  off.  Let  Congress  hold  off  until 
they  are  ready  to  be  admitted  as  a  State,  and  the 
South  has  all  it  wants  in  taking  slavery  into  and 
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planting  it  in  all  the  Territories  that  we  now 
have,  or  hereafter  may  have.     In  a  word,  the 
whole  thing,  at  a  dash  of  the  pen,  is  at  last  put 
in  the  power  of  Congress;   for  if  they  do  not 
have  this  popular  sovereignty  until   Congress 
organizes  them,  I  ask  if  it  at  last  does  not  come 
from  Congress?     If,  at  last,  it  amounts  to  any- 
thing at  all,  Congress  gives  it  to  them.     I  sub- 
mit this  rather  for  your  reflection  than  for  com- 
ment.    After  all  that  is  said,  at  last,  by  a  dash 
of  the  pen,  everything  that  has  gone  before  is 
undone,  and  he  puts  the  whole  question  under 
the  control  of  Congress.     After  fighting  through 
more  than  three  hours,  if  you  will  undertake  to 
read  it,  he  at  last  places  the  whole  matter  under 
the  control  of  that  power  which  he  had  been 
contending  against,  and  arrives  at  a  result  di- 
rectly contrary  to  what  he  had  been  laboring  to 
do.     He  at  last  leaves  the  whole  matter  to  the 
control  of  Congress. 

There  are  two  main  objects,  as  I  understand 
it,  of  this  "Harper's  Magazine"  essay.  One  was 
to  show,  if  possible,  that  the  men  of  our  Revo- 
lutionary times  were  in  favor  of  his  popular  sov- 
ereignty; and  the  other  was  to  show  that  the 
Dred  Scott  decision  had  not  entirely  squelched 
out  this  popular  sovereignty.  I  do  not  propose, 
in  regard  to  this  argument  drawn  from  the  his- 
tory of  former  times,  to  enter  into  a  detailed  ex- 
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amination  of  the  historical  statements  he  has 
made.  I  have  the  impression  that  they  are  in- 
accurate in  a  great  many  instances;  sometimes 
in  positive  statement,  but  very  much  more  in- 
accurate by  the  suppression  of  statements  that 
really  belong  to  the  history.  But  I  do  not  pro- 
pose to  affirm  that  this  is  so  to  any  very  great 
extent,  or  to  enter  into  a  very  minute  examina- 
tion of  his  historical  statements.  I  avoid  doing 
so  upon  this  principle — that  if  it  were  impor- 
tant for  me  to  pass  out  of  this  lot  in  the  least 
period  of  time  possible,  and  I  came  to  that  fence 
and  saw  by  a  calculation  of  my  own  strength 
and  agility  that  I  could  clear  it  at  a  bound,  it 
would  be  folly  for  me  to  stop  and  consider 
whether  I  could  or  could  not  crawl  through  a 
crack.  So  I  say  of  the  whole  history  contained 
in  his  essay,  where  he  endeavored  to  link  the 
men  of  the  Revolution  to  popular  sovereignty. 
It  only  requires  an  effort  to  leap  out  of  it — a 
single  bound  to  be  entirely  successful.  If  you 
read  it  over  you  will  find  that  he  quotes  here  and 
there  from  documents  of  the  Revolutionary 
times,  tending  to  show  that  the  people  of  the 
colonies  were  desirous  of  regulating  their  own 
concerns  in  their  own  way,  that  the  British  Gov- 
ernment should  not  interfere;  that  at  one  time 
they  struggled  with  the  British  Government  to 
be  permitted  to  exclude  the  African  slave-trade; 
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if  not  directly,  to  be  permitted  to  exclude  it  in- 
directly by  taxation  sufficient  to  discourage  and 
destroy  it.  From  these  and  many  things  of  this 
sort,  Judge  Douglas  argues  that  they  were  in 
favor  of  the  people  of  our  own  Territories  ex- 
cluding slavery  if  they  wanted  to,  or  planting 
it  there  if  they  wanted  to,  doing  just  as  they 
pleased  from  the  time  they  settled  upon  the  Ter- 
ritory. Now,  however  his  history  may  apply, 
and  whatever  of  his  argument  there  may  be  that 
is  sound  and  accurate  or  unsound  and  inaccurate, 
if  we  can  find  out  what  these  men  did  them- 
selves do  upon  this  very  question  of  slavery  in 
the  Territories,  does  it  not  end  the  whole  thing? 
If,  after  all  this  labor  and  effort  to  show  that  the 
men  of  the  Revolution  were  in  favor  of  his  pop- 
ular sovereignty  and  his  mode  of  dealing  with 
slavery  in  the  Territories,  we  can  show  that  these 
very  men  took  hold  of  that  subject,  and  dealt 
with  it,  we  can  see  for  ourselves  how  they  dealt 
with  it.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  argument  or  in- 
ference, but  we  know  what  they  thought  about 
it. 

It  is  precisely  upon  that  part  of  the  history 
of  the  country  that  one  important  omission  is 
made  by  Judge  Douglas.  He  selects  parts  of 
the  history  of  the  United  States  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  slavery,  and  treats  it  as  the  whole,  omit- 
ting from  his  historical  sketch  the  legislation  of 


1859]  Speech  at  Columbus  167 

Congress  in  regard  to  the  admission  of  Missouri, 
by  which  the  Missouri  Compromise  was  estab- 
lished, and  slavery  excluded  from  a  country  half 
as  large  as  the  present  United  States.  All  this 
is  left  out  of  his  history,  and  in  no  wise  alluded 
to  by  him,  so  far  as  I  can  remember,  save  once, 
when  he  makes  a  remark,  that  upon  his  prin- 
ciple the  Supreme  Court  was  authorized  to  pro- 
nounce a  decision  that  the  act  called  the  Mis- 
souri Compromise  was  unconstitutional.  All 
that  history  has  been  left  out.  But  this  part  of 
the  history  of  the  country  was  not  made  by  the 
men  of  the  Revolution. 

There  was  another  part  of  our  political  his- 
tory made  by  the  very  men  who  were  the  actors 
in  the  Revolution,  which  has  taken  the  name  of 
the  ordinance  of  '87.  Let  me  bring  that  history 
to  your  attention.  In  1784,  I  believe,  this  same 
Mr.  Jefferson  drew  up  an  ordinance  for  the 
government  of  the  country  upon  which  we  now 
stand ;  or  rather  a  frame  or  draft  of  an  ordinance 
for  the  government  of  this  country,  here  in  Ohio, 
our  neighbors  in  Indiana,  us  who  live  in  Illinois, 
and  our  neighbors  in  Wisconsin  and  Michigan. 
In  that  ordinance,  drawn  up  not  only  for  the 
government  of  that  Territory,  but  for  the  Terri- 
tories south  of  the  Ohio  River,  Mr.  Jefferson  ex- 
pressly provided  for  the  prohibition  of  slavery. 
Judge  Douglas  says,  and  perhaps  he  is  right,  that 
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that  provision  was  lost  from  that  ordinance.  I 
believe  that  is  true.  When  the  vote  was  taken 
upon  it,  a  majority  of  all  present  in  the  Congress 
of  the  Confederation  voted  for  it;  but  there  were 
so  many  absentees  that  those  voting  for  it  did  not 
make  the  clear  majority  necessary,  and  it  was 
lost.  But  three  years  after  that  the  Congress 
of  the  Confederation  were  together  again,  and 
they  adopted  a  new  ordinance  for  the  govern- 
ment of  this  Northwest  Territory,  not  contem- 
plating territory  south  of  the  river,  for  the  States 
owning  that  territory  had  hitherto  refrained 
from  giving  it  to  the  General  Government; 
hence  they  made  the  ordinance  to  apply  only  to 
what  the  government  owned.  In  that,  the  pro- 
vision excluding  slavery  was  inserted  and  passed 
unanimously,  or  at  any  rate  it  passed  and  be- 
came a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land.  Under  that 
ordinance  we  live.  First,  here,  in  Ohio,  you 
were  a  Territory,  then  an  enabling  act 
was  passed,  authorizing  you  to  form  a 
constitution  and  State  government,  provided 
it  was  Republican,  and  not  in  conflict 
with  the  ordinance  of  '87.  When  you  framed 
your  constitution  and  presented  it  for  admission, 
I  think  you  will  find  the  legislation  upon  the 
subject  will  show  that,  ''whereas  you  had  formed 
a  constitution  that  was  Republican,  and  not  in 
conflict  with  the  ordinance  of  '87,"  therefore 
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you  were  admitted  upon  equal  footing  with  the 
original  States.  The  same  process  in  a  few  years 
was  gone  through  with  Indiana,  and  so  with 
Illinois,  and  the  same  substantially  with  Michi- 
gan and  Wisconsin. 

Not  only  did  that  ordinance  prevail,  but  it 
was  constantly  looked  to  whenever  a  step  was 
taken  by  a  new  Territory  to  become  a  State. 
Congress  always  turned  their  attention  to  it,  and 
in  all  their  movements  upon  this  subject  they 
traced  their  course  by  that  ordinance  of  '87. 
When  they  admitted  new  States  they  advised 
them  of  this  ordinance  as  a  part  of  the  legis- 
lation of  the  country.  They  did  so  because  they 
had  traced  the  ordinance  of  '87  throughout  the 
history  of  this  country.  Begin  with  the  men 
of  the  Revolution,  and  go  down  for  sixty  entire 
years,  and  until  the  last  scrap  of  that  Territory 
comes  into  the  Union  in  the  form  of  the  State 
of  Wisconsin,  everything  was  made  to  conform 
to  the  ordinance  of  '87,  excluding  slavery  from 
that  vast  extent  of  country. 

I  omitted  to  mention  in  the  right  place  that 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  was  in 
process  of  being  framed  when  that  ordinance 
was  made  by  the  Congress  of  the  Confederation ; 
and  one  of  the  first  acts  of  Congress  itself,  un- 
der the  new  Constitution  itself,  was  to  give  force 
to  that  ordinance  by  putting  power  to  carry  it 
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out  into  the  hands  of  new  officers  under  the  Con- 
stitution, in  the  place  of  the  old  ones,  who  had 
been  legislated  out  of  existence  by  the  change 
in  the  government  from  the  Confederation  to 
the  Constitution.  Not  only  so,  but  I  believe 
Indiana  once  or  twice,  if  not  Ohio,  petitioned 
the  General  Government  for  the  privilege  of 
suspending  that  provision  and  allowing  them  to 
have  slaves.  A  report  made  by  Mr.  Randolph, 
of  Virginia,  himself  a  slaveholder,  was  directly 
against  it,  and  the  action  was  to  refuse  them  the 
privilege  of  violating  the  ordinance  of  '87. 

This  period  of  history,  which  I  have  run  over 
briefly,  is,  I  presume,  as  familiar  to  most  of  this 
assembly  as  any  other  part  of  the  history  of  our 
country.  I  suppose  that  few  of  my  hearers  are 
not  as  familiar  with  that  part  of  history  as  I  am, 
and  I  only  mention  it  to  recall  your  attention  to 
it  at  this  time.  And  hence  I  ask  how  extraor- 
dinary a  thing  it  is  that  a  man  who  has  occupied 
a  position  upon  the  floor  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  who  is  now  in  his  third  term,  and 
who  looks  to  see  the  government  of  this  whole 
country  fall  into  his  own  hands,  pretending  to 
give  a  truthful  and  accurate  history  of  the  sla- 
very question  in  this  country,  should  so  entirely 
ignore  the  whole  of  that  portion  of  our  history 
— the  most  important  of  all.  Is  it  not  a  most 
extraordinary  spectacle,  that  a  man  should  stand 
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up  and  ask  for  any  confidence  in  his  statements, 
who  sets  out  as  he  does  with  portions  of  history, 
calling  upon  the  people  to  believe  that  it  is  a 
true  and  fair  representation,  when  the  leading 
part  and  controlling  feature  of  the  whole  history 
is  carefully  suppressed? 

But  the  mere  leaving  out  is  not  the  most  re- 
markable feature  of  this  most  remarkable  essay. 
His  proposition  is  to  establish  that  the  leading 
men  of  the  Revolution  were  for  his  great  prin- 
ciple of  non-intervention  by  the  government  in 
the  question  of  slavery  in  the  Territories;  while 
history  shows  that  they  decided  in  the  cases  actu- 
ally brought  before  them  in  exactly  the  con- 
trary way,  and  he  knows  it.  Not  only  did  they 
so  decide  at  that  time,  but  they  stuck  to  it  during 
sixty  years,  through  thick  and  thin,  as  long  as 
there  was  one  of  the  Revolutionary  heroes  upon 
the  stage  of  political  action.  Through  their 
whole  course,  from  first  to  last,  they  clung  to 
freedom.  And  now  he  asks  the  community  to 
believe  that  the  men  of  the  Revolution  were  in 
favor  of  his  great  principle,  when  we  have  the 
naked  history  that  they  themselves  dealt  with 
this  very  subject-matter  of  his  principle,  and  ut- 
terly repudiated  his  principle,  acting  upon  a 
precisely  contrary  ground.  It  is  as  impudent 
and  absurd  as  if  a  prosecuting  attorney  should 
stand  up  before  a  jury,  and  ask  them  to  convict 
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A  as  the  murderer  of  B,  while  B  was  walking 
alive  before  them. 

I  say  again,  if  Judge  Douglas  asserts  that  the 
men  of  the  Revolution  acted  upon  principles  by 
which,  to  be  consistent  with  themselves,  they 
ought  to  have  adopted  his  popular  sovereignty, 
then,  upon  a  consideration  of  his  own  argument, 
he  had  a  right  to  make  you  believe  that  they 
understood  the  principles  of  government,  but 
misapplied  them — that  he  has  arisen  to  enlighten 
the  world  as  to  the  just  application  of  this  prin- 
ciple. He  has  a  right  to  try  to  persuade  you 
that  he  understands  their  principles  better  than 
they  did,  and  therefore  he  will  apply  them  now, 
not  as  they  did,  but  as  they  ought  to  have  done. 
He  has  a  right  to  go  before  the  community,  and 
try  to  convince  them  of  this ;  but  he  has  no  right 
to  attempt  to  impose  upon  any  one  the  belief 
that  these  men  themselves  approved  of  his  great 
principles.  There  are  two  ways  of  establishing 
a  proposition.  One  is  by  trying  to  demonstrate 
it  upon  reason,  and  the  other  is,  to  show  that 
great  men  in  former  times  have  thought  so  and 
so,  and  thus  to  pass  it  by  the  weight  of  pure  au- 
thority. Now,  if  Judge  Douglas  will  demon- 
strate somehow  that  this  is  popular  sovereignty 
— the  right  of  one  man  to  make  a  slave  of  an- 
other, without  any  right  in  that  other,  or  any 
one  else,  to  object, — demonstrate  it  as  Euclid  de- 
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monstrated  propositions, — there  is  no  objection. 
But  when  he  comes  forward,  seeking  to  carry  a 
principle  by  bringing  to  it  the  authority  of  men 
who  themselves  utterly  repudiate  that  principle, 
I  ask  that  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  do  it. 

I  see,  in  the  judge's  speech  here,  a  short  sen- 
tence in  these  words:  *'Our  fathers,  when  they 
formed  this  government  under  which  we  live, 
understood  this  question  just  as  well  and  even 
better  than  we  do  now."  This  is  true;  I  stick 
to  that.  I  will  stand  by  Judge  Douglas  in  that 
to  the  bitter  end.  And  now,  Judge  Douglas, 
come  and  stand  by  me,  and  truthfully  show  how 
they  acted,  understanding  it  better  than  we  do. 
All  I  ask  of  you.  Judge  Douglas,  is  to  stick  to 
the  proposition  that  the  men  of  the  Revolution 
understood  this  subject  better  than  we  do  now, 
and  with  that  better  understanding  they  acted 
better  than  you  are  trying  to  act  now. 

I  wish  to  say  something  now  in  regard  to  the 
Dred  Scott  decision,  as  dealt  with  by  Judge 
Douglas.  In  that  "memorable  debate"  between 
Judge  Douglas  and  myself,  last  year,  the  judge 
thought  fit  to  commence  a  process  of  catechizing 
me,  and  at  Freeport  I  answered  his  questions, 
and  propounded  some  to  him.  Among  others 
propounded  to  him  was  one  that  I  have  here 
now.  The  substance,  as  I  remember  it,  is:  "Can 
the  people  of  a  United  States  Territory,  under 
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the  Dred  Scott  decision,  in  any  lawful  way, 
against  the  wish  of  any  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  exclude  slavery  from  its  limits,  prior  to 
the  formation  of  a  State  constitution?"  He  an- 
swered that  they  could  lawfully  exclude  slavery 
from  the  United  States  Territories,  notwith- 
standing the  Dred  Scott  decision.  There  was 
something  about  that  answer  that  has  probably 
been  a  trouble  to  the  judge  ever  since. 

The  Dred  Scott  decision  expressly  gives  every 
citizen  of  the  United  States  a  right  to  carry  his 
slaves  into  the  United  States  Territories.  And 
now  there  was  some  inconsistency  in  saying  that 
the  decision  was  right,  and  saying,  too,  that  the 
people  of  the  Territory  could  lawfully  drive 
slavery  out  again.  When  all  the  trash,  the  words, 
the  collateral  matter,  was  cleared  away  from  it, 
— all  the  chaff  was  fanned  out  of  it, — it  was  a 
bare  absurdity;  no  less  than  that  a  thing  may  be 
lawfully  driven  away  from  where  it  has  a  law- 
ful right  to  be.  Clear  it  of  all  the  verbiage, 
and  that  is  the  naked  truth  of  his  proposition — 
that  a  thing  may  be  lawfully  driven  from  the 
place  where  it  has  a  lawful  right  to  stay.  Well, 
it  was  because  the  judge  could  n't  help  seeing 
this  that  he  has  had  so  much  trouble  with  it; 
and  what  I  want  to  ask  your  especial  attention 
to,  just  now,  is  to  remind  you,  if  you  have  not 
noticed  the  fact,  that  the  judge  does  not  any 
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longer  say  that  the  people  can  exclude  slavery. 
He  does  not  say  so  in  the  copyright  essay ;  he  did 
not  say  so  in  the  speech  that  he  made  here;  and, 
so  far  as  I  know,  since  his  reelection  to  the  Sen- 
ate, he  has  never  said,  as  he  did  at  Freeport,  that 
the  people  of  the  Territories  can  exclude  slavery. 
He  desires  that  you,  who  wish  the  Territories 
to  remain  free,  should  believe  that  he  stands  by 
that  position,  but  he  does  not  say  it  himself.  He 
escapes,  to  some  extent,  the  absurd  position  I 
have  stated  by  changing  his  language  entirely. 
What  he  says  now  is  something  different  in  lan- 
guage, and  we  will  consider  whether  it  is  not 
different  in  sense  too. 

It  is  now  that  the  Dred  Scott  decision,  or 
rather  the  Constitution  under  that  decision,  does 
not  carry  slavery  into  the  Territories  beyond 
the  power  of  the  people  of  the  Territories  to 
control  it  as  other  property.  He  does  not  say 
the  people  can  drive  it  out,  but  they  can  con- 
trol it  as  other  property.  The  language  is  dif- 
ferent; we  should  consider  whether  the  sense 
is  different.  Driving  a  horse  out  of  this  lot 
is  too  plain  a  proposition  to  be  mistaken  about; 
it  is  putting  him  on  the  other  side  of  the  fence. 
Or  it  might  be  a  sort  of  exclusion  of  him  from 
the  lot  if  you  were  to  kill  him  and  let  the 
worms  devour  him;  but  neither  of  these  things 
is  the  same  as  "controlling  him  as  other  prop- 
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erty."  That  would  be  to  feed  him,  to  pamper 
him,  to  ride  him,  to  use  and  abuse  him,  to  make 
the  most  money  out  of  him,  "as  other  property"; 
but,  please  you,  what  do  the  men  who  are  in 
favor  of  slavery  want  more  than  this?  What 
do  they  really  want,  other  than  that  slavery,  be- 
ing in  the  Territories,  shall  be  controlled  as  other 
property? 

If  they  want  anything  else,  I  do  not  compre- 
hend it.  I  ask  your  attention  to  this,  first,  for 
the  purpose  of  pointing  out  the  change  of  ground 
the  judge  has  made;  and,  in  the  second  place, 
the  importance  of  the  change — that  that  change 
is  not  such  as  to  give  you  gentlemen  who  want 
his  popular  sovereignty  the  power  to  exclude  the 
institution  or  drive  it  out  at  all.  I  know  the 
judge  sometimes  squints  at  the  argument  that 
in  controlling  it  as  other  property  by  unfriendly 
legislation  they  may  control  it  to  death,  as  you 
might  in  the  case  of  a  horse,  perhaps,  feed  him 
so  lightly  and  ride  him  so  much  that  he  would 
die.  But  when  you  come  to  legislative  control, 
there  is  something  more  to  be  attended  to.  I 
have  no  doubt,  myself,  that  if  the  Territories 
should  undertake  to  control  slave  property  as 
other  property — that  is,  control  it  in  such  a  way 
that  it  would  be  the  most  valuable  as  property, 
and  make  it  bear  its  just  proportion  in  the  way 
of  burdens  as  property, — really  deal  with  it  as 
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property, — the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  will  say,  "God  speed  you,  and  amen." 
But  I  undertake  to  give  the  opinion,  at  least, 
that  if  the  Territories  attempt  by  any  direct  leg- 
islation to  drive  the  man  with  his  slave  out  of 
the  Territory,  or  to  decide  that  his  slave  is  free 
because  of  his  being  taken  in  there,  or  to 
tax  him  to  such  an  extent  that  he  cannot  keep 
him  there,  the  Supreme  Court  will  unhesita- 
tingly decide  all  such  legislation  unconstitu- 
tional, as  long  as  that  Supreme  Court  is  con- 
structed as  the  Dred  Scott  Supreme  Court  is. 
The  first  two  things  they  have  already  decided, 
except  that  there  is  a  little  quibble  among  law- 
yers between  the  words  dicta  and  decision. 
They  have  already  decided  that  a  negro  cannot 
be  made  free  by  territorial  legislation. 

What  is  that  Dred  Scott  decision?  Judge 
Douglas  labors  to  show  that  it  is  one  thing, 
while  I  think  it  is  altogether  different.  It  is  a 
long  opinion,  but  it  is  all  embodied  in  this  short 
statement:  "The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  forbids  Congress  to  deprive  a  man  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law;  the  right 
of  property  in  slaves  is  distinctly  and  expressly 
affirmed  in  that  Constitution;  therefore  if  Con- 
gress shall  undertake  to  say  that  a  man's  slave 
is  no  longer  his  slave  when  he  crosses  a  certain 
line  into  a  Territory,  that  is  depriving  him  of 
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his  property  without  due  process  of  law,  and  is 
unconstitutional."  There  is  the  whole  Dred 
Scott  decision.  They  add  that  if  Congress  can- 
not do  so  itself,  Congress  cannot  confer  any 
power  to  do  so,  and  hence  any  effort  by  the  ter- 
ritorial legislature  to  do  either  of  these  things 
is  absolutely  decided  against.  It  is  a  foregone 
conclusion  by  that  court. 

Now,  as  to  this  indirect  mode  by  ''unfriendly 
legislation,"  all  lawyers  here  will  readily  un- 
derstand that  such  a  proposition  cannot  be  toler- 
ated for  a  moment,  because  a  legislature  cannot 
indirectly  do  that  which  it  cannot  accomplish 
directly.  Then  I  say  any  legislation  to  control 
this  property,  as  property,  for  its  benefit  as  prop- 
erty, would  be  hailed  by  this  Dred  Scott  Su- 
preme Court,  and  fully  sustained;  but  any  leg- 
islation driving  slave  property  out,  or  destroy- 
ing it  as  property,  directly  or  indirectly,  will 
most  assuredly  by  that  court  be  held  unconsti- 
tutional. 

Judge  Douglas  says  that  if  the  Constitution 
carries  slavery  into  the  Territories,  beyond  the 
power  of  the  people  of  the  Territories  to  control 
it  as  other  property,  then  it  follows  logically 
that  every  one  who  swears  to  support  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  must  give  that  sup- 
port to  that  property  which  it  needs.  And  if 
the  Constitution  carries  slavery  into  the  Terri- 
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tories  beyond  the  power  of  the  people  to  control 
it  as  other  property,  then  it  also  carries  it  into 
the  States,  because  the  Constitution  is  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land.  Now,  gentlemen,  if  it 
were  not  for  my  excessive  modesty  I  would  say 
that  I  told  that  very  thing  to  Judge  Douglas 
quite  a  year  ago.  This  argument  is  here  in 
print,  and  if  it  were  not  for  my  modesty,  as  I 
said,  I  might  call  your  attention  to  it.  If  you 
read  it,  you  will  find  that  I  not  only  made  that 
argument,  but  made  it  better  than  he  has  made 
it  since. 

There  is,  however,  this  difference.  I  say  now, 
and  said  then,  there  is  no  sort  of  question  that 
the  Supreme  Court  has  decided  that  it  is  the 
right  of  the  slaveholder  to  take  his  slave  and 
hold  him  in  the  Territory;  and,  saying  this. 
Judge  Douglas  himself  admits  the  conclusion. 
He  says  if  that  is  so,  this  consequence  will  fol- 
low; and  because  this  consequence  would  follow, 
his  argument  is,  the  decision  cannot  therefore  be 
that  way — "that  would  spoil  my  popular  sov- 
ereignty, and  it  cannot  be  possible  that  this  great 
principle  has  been  squelched  out  in  this  extra- 
ordinary way.  It  might  be,  if  it  were  not  for 
the  extraordinary  consequences  of  spoiling  my 
humbug." 

Another  feature  of  the  judge's  argument 
about  the  Dred  Scott  case  is  an  effort  to  show 
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that  that  decision  deals  altogether  in  declarations 
of  negatives ;  that  the  Constitution  does  not  af- 
firm anything  as  expounded  by  the  Dred  Scott 
decision,  but  it  only  declares  a  want  of  power, 
a  total  absence  of  power,  in  reference  to  the  Ter- 
ritories. It  seems  to  be  his  purpose  to  make 
the  whole  of  that  decision  to  result  in  a  mere 
negative  declaration  of  a  want  of  power  in  Con- 
gress to  do  anything  in  relation  to  this  matter 
in  the  Territories.  I  know  the  opinion  of  the 
judges  states  that  there  is  a  total  absence  of 
power;  but  that  is,  unfortunately,  not  all  it 
states;  for  the  judges  add  that  the  right  of  prop- 
erty in  a  slave  is  distinctly  and  expressly  affirmed 
in  the  Constitution.  It  does  not  stop  at  saying 
that  the  right  of  property  in  a  slave  is  recog- 
nized in  the  Constitution,  is  declared  to  exist 
somewhere  in  the  Constitution,  but  says  it  is  af- 
firmed in  the  Constitution.  Its  language  is 
equivalent  to  saying  that  it  is  embodied  and  so 
woven  into  that  instrument  that  it  cannot  be  de- 
tached without  breaking  the  Constitution  itself, 
— in  a  word,  it  is  a  part  of  the  Constitution. 

Douglas  is  singularly  unfortunate  in  his  ef- 
fort to  make  out  that  decision  to  be  altogether 
negative,  when  the  express  language  at  the  vital 
part  is  that  this  is  distinctly  affirmed  in  the  Con- 
stitution. I  think  myself,  and  I  repeat  it  here, 
that  this  decision  does  not  merely  carry  slavery 
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into  the  Territories,  but  by  its  logical  conclu- 
sion it  carries  it  into  the  States  in  which  we  live. 
One  provision  of  that  Constitution  is,  that  it 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land, — I  do  not 
quote  the  language, — any  constitution  or  law  of 
any  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  This 
Dred  Scott  decision  says  that  the  right  of  prop- 
erty in  a  slave  is  affirmed  in  that  Constitution 
which  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  any  State 
constitution  or  law  notwithstanding.  Then  I 
say  that  to  destroy  a  thing  which  is  distinctly 
affirmed  and  supported  by  the  supreme  law  of 
the  land,  even  by  a  State  constitution  or  law,  is 
a  violation  of  that  supreme  law,  and  there  is 
no  escape  from  it.  In  my  judgment  there  is  no 
avoiding  that  result,  save  that  the  American  peo- 
ple shall  see  that  State  constitutions  are  better 
construed  than  our  Constitution  is  construed  in 
that  decision.  They  must  take  care  that  it  is 
more  faithfully  and  truly  carried  out  than  it 
is  there  expounded. 

I  must  hasten  to  a  conclusion.  Near  the  be- 
ginning of  my  remarks  I  said  that  this  insidious 
Douglas  popular  sovereignty  is  the  measure  that 
now  threatens  the  purpose  of  the  Republican 
party  to  prevent  slavery  from  being  nationalized 
in  the  United  States.  I  propose  to  ask  your  at- 
tention for  a  little  while  to  some  propositions 
in  affirmance  of  that  statement.     Take  it  just 
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as  it  stands,  and  apply  it  as  a  principle;  extend 
and  apply  that  principle  elsewhere,  and  consider 
where  it  will  lead  you.  I  now  put  this  propo- 
sition, that  Judge  Douglas's  popular  sover- 
eignty applied  will  reopen  the  African  slave- 
trade;  and  I  will  demonstrate  it  by  any  variety 
of  ways  in  which  you  can  turn  the  subject  or 
look  at  it. 

The  judge  says  that  the  people  of  the  Terri- 
tories have  the  right,  by  his  principle,  to  have 
slaves  if  they  want  them.  Then  I  say  that  the 
people  in  Georgia  have  the  right  to  buy  slaves 
in  Africa  if  they  want  them,  and  I  defy  any  man 
on  earth  to  show  any  distinction  between  the 
two  things — to  show  that  the  one  is  either  more 
wicked  or  more  unlawful;  to  show,  on  original 
principles,  that  one  is  better  or  worse  than  the 
other;  or  to  show  by  the  Constitution  that  one 
differs  a  whit  from  the  other.  He  will  tell  me, 
doubtless,  that  there  is  no  constitutional  provis- 
ion against  people  taking  slaves  into  the  new 
Territories,  and  I  tell  him  that  there  is  equally 
no  constitutional  provision  against  buying  slaves 
in  Africa.  He  will  tell  you  that  a  people  in 
the  exercise  of  popular  sovereignty  ought  to  do 
as  they  please  about  that  thing,  and  have  slaves 
if  they  want  them;  and  I  tell  you  that  the  peo- 
ple of  Georgia  are  as  much  entitled  to  popular 
sovereignty,  and  to  buy  slaves  in  Africa,  if  they 
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want  them,  as  the  people  of  the  Territory  are 
to  have  slaves  if  they  want  them.  I  ask  any  man, 
dealing  honestly  with  himself,  to  point  out  a 
distinction. 

I  have  recently  seen  a  letter  of  Judge  Doug- 
las's, in  which,  without  stating  that  to  be  the 
object,  he  doubtless  endeavors  to  make  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  two.  He  says  he  is  unalterably 
opposed  to  the  repeal  of  the  laws  against  the 
African  slave-trade.  And  why?  He  then 
seeks  to  give  a  reason  that  would  not  apply  to 
his  popular  sovereignty  in  the  Territories. 
What  is  that  reason?  "The  abolition  of  the 
African  slave-trade  is  a  compromise  of  the  Con- 
stitution." I  deny  it.  There  is  no  truth  in  the 
proposition  that  the  abolition  of  the  African 
slave-trade  is  a  compromise  of  the  Constitution. 
No  man  can  put  his  finger  on  anything  in  the 
Constitution,  or  on  the  line  of  history,  which 
shows  it.  It  is  a  mere  barren  assertion,  made 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  getting  up  a  distinc- 
tion between  the  revival  of  the  African  slave- 
trade  and  his  "great  principle." 

At  the  time  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  was  adopted  it  was  expected  that  the 
slave-trade  would  be  abolished.  I  should  as- 
sert, and  insist  upon  that,  if  Judge  Douglas  de- 
nied it.  But  I  know  that  it  was  equally  ex- 
pected that  slavery  would  be  excluded  from  the 
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Territories,  and  I  can  show  by  history  that  in 
regard  to  these  two  things  public  opinion  was 
exactly  alike,  while  in  regard  to  positive  action, 
there  was  more  done  in  the  ordinance  of  '87  to 
resist  the  spread  of  slavery  than  was  ever  done 
to  abolish  the  foreign  slave-trade.  Lest  I  be 
misunderstood,  I  say  again  that  at  the  time  of 
the  formation  of  the  Constitution,  public  expec- 
tation was  that  the  slave-trade  would  be  abol- 
ished, but  no  more  so  than  that  the  spread  of 
slavery  in  the  Territories  should  be  restrained. 
They  stand  alike,  except  that  in  the  ordinance 
of  '87  there  was  a  mark  left  by  public  opinion, 
showing  that  it  was  more  committed  against  the 
spread  of  slavery  in  the  Territories  than  against 
the  foreign  slave-trade. 

Compromise!  What  word  of  compromise  was 
there  about  it?  Why,  the  public  sense  was  then 
in  favor  of  the  abolition  of  the  slave-trade;  but 
there  was  at  the  time  a  very  great  commercial 
interest  involved  in  it,  and  extensive  capital  in 
that  branch  of  trade.  There  were  doubtless  the 
incipient  stages  of  improvement  in  the  South 
in  the  way  of  farming,  dependent  on  the  slave- 
trade,  and  they  made  a  proposition  to  Congress 
to  abolish  the  trade  after  allowing  it  twenty 
years,  a  sufficient  time  for  the  capital  and  com- 
merce engaged  in  it  to  be  transferred  to  other 
channels.  They  made  no  provision  that  it  should 
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be  abolished  in  twenty  years ;  I  do  not  doubt  that 
they  expected  it  would  be;  but  they  made  no 
bargain  about  it.  The  public  sentiment  left  no 
doubt  in  the  minds  of  any  that  it  would  be  done 
away.  I  repeat,  there  is  nothing  in  the  history 
of  those  times  in  favor  of  that  matter  being  a 
compromise  of  the  Constitution.  It  was  the 
public  expectation  at  the  time,  manifested  in  a 
thousand  ways,  that  the  spread  of  slavery  should 
also  be  restricted. 

Then  I  say  if  this  principle  is  established,  that 
there  is  no  wrong  in  slavery,  and  whoever  wants 
it  has  a  right  to  have  it;  that  it  is  a  matter  of 
dollars  and  cents ;  a  sort  of  question  as  to  how 
they  shall  deal  with  brutes;  that  between  us  and 
the  negro  here  there  is  no  sort  of  question,  but 
that  at  the  South  the  question  is  between  the 
negro  and  the  crocodile;  that  it  is  a  mere  mat- 
ter of  policy;  that  there  is  a  perfect  right,  ac- 
cording to  interest,  to  do  just  as  you  please — 
when  this  is  done,  where  this  doctrine  prevails, 
the  miners  and  sappers  will  have  formed  public 
opinion  for  the  slave-trade.  They  will  be  ready 
for  Jefif  Davis  and  Stephens,  and  other  leaders 
of  that  company,  to  sound  the  bugle  for  the  re- 
vival of  the  slave-trade,  for  the  second  Dred 
Scott  decision,  for  the  flood  of  slavery  to  be 
poured  over  the  free  States,  while  we  shall  be 
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here  tied  down  and  helpless,  and  run  over  like 
sheep. 

It  is  to  be  a  part  and  parcel  of  this  same  idea 
to  say  to  men  who  want  to  adhere  to  the  Demo- 
cratic party,  who  have  always  belonged  to  that 
party,  and  are  only  looking  about  for  some  ex- 
cuse to  stick  to  it,  but  nevertheless  hate  slavery, 
that  Douglas's  popular  sovereignty  is  as  good  a 
way  as  any  to  oppose  slavery.  They  allow  them- 
selves to  be  persuaded  easily,  in  accordance  with 
their  previous  dispositions,  into  this  belief,  that 
it  is  about  as  good  a  way  of  opposing  slavery  as 
any,  and  we  can  do  that  without  straining  our 
old  party  ties  or  breaking  up  old  political  asso- 
ciations. We  can  do  so  without  being  called 
negro-worshippers.  We  can  do  that  without 
being  subjected  to  the  gibes  and  sneers  that  are 
so  readily  thrown  out  in  place  of  argument 
where  no  argument  can  be  found.  So  let  us 
stick  to  this  popular  sovereignty — this  insidious 
popular  sovereignty.  Now  let  me  call  your  at- 
tention to  one  thing  that  has  really  happened, 
which  shows  this  gradual  and  steady  debauch- 
ing of  public  opinion,  this  course  of  prepara- 
tion for  the  revival  of  the  slave-trade,  for  the 
territorial  slave-code,  and  the  new  Dred  Scott 
decision  that  is  to  carry  slavery  into  the  free 
States.  Did  you  ever,  five  years  ago,  hear  of 
anybody  in  the  world  saying  that  the  negro  had 
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no  share  in  the  Declaration  of  National  Inde- 
pendence; that  it  did  not  mean  negroes  at  all, 
and  when  "all  men"  were  spoken  of  negroes 
were  not  included? 

I  am  satisfied  that  five  years  ago  that  propo- 
sition was  not  put  upon  paper  by  any  living 
being  anywhere.  I  have  been  unable  at  any 
time  to  find  a  man  in  an  audience  who  would 
declare  that  he  had  ever  known  anybody  say- 
ing so  five  years  ago.  But  last  year  there  was 
not  a  "Douglas  popular  sovereignty"  man  in  Il- 
linois who  did  not  say  it.  Is  there  one  in  Ohio 
but  declares  his  firm  belief  that  the  Declaration 
of  Independence  did  not  mean  negroes  at  all? 
I  do  not  know  how  this  is ;  I  have  not  been  here 
much;  but  I  presume  you  are  very  much  alike 
everywhere.  Then  I  suppose  that  all  now  ex- 
press the  belief  that  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence never  did  mean  negroes.  I  call  upon 
one  of  them  to  say  that  he  said  it  five  years  ago. 

If  you  think  that  now,  and  did  not  think  it 
then,  the  next  thing  that  strikes  me  is  to  remark 
that  there  has  been  a  change  wrought  in  you, 
and  a  very  significant  change  it  is,  being  no  less 
than  changing  the  negro,  in  your  estimation, 
from  the  rank  of  a  man  to  that  of  a  brute. 
They  are  taking  him  down,  and  placing  him, 
when  spoken  of,  among  reptiles  and  crocodiles, 
as  Judge  Douglas  himself  expresses  it. 
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Is  not  this  change  wrought  in  your  minds  a 
very  important  change?  Public  opinion  in  this 
country  is  everything.  In  a  nation  like  ours 
this  popular  sovereignty  and  squatter  sover- 
eignty have  already  wrought  a  change  in  the 
public  mind  to  the  extent  I  have  stated.  There 
is  no  man  in  this  crowd  who  can  contradict  it. 

Now,  if  you  are  opposed  to  slavery  honestly, 
as  much  as  anybody,  I  ask  you  to  note  that  fact, 
and  the  like  of  which  is  to  follow,  to  be  plastered 
on,  layer  after  layer,  until  very  soon  you  are 
prepared  to  deal  with  the  negro  everywhere  as 
with  the  brute.  If  public  sentiment  has  not  been 
debauched  already  to  this  point,  a  new  turn  of 
the  screw  in  that  direction  is  all  that  is  want- 
ing; and  this  is  constantly  being  done  by  the 
teachers  of  this  insidious  popular  sovereignty. 
You  need  but  one  or  two  turns  further  until  your 
minds,  now  ripening  under  these  teachings,  will 
be  ready  for  all  these  things,  and  you  will  re- 
ceive and  support,  or  submit  to,  the  slave-trade 
revived  with  all  its  horrors,  a  slave-code  en- 
forced in  our  Territories,  and  a  new  Dred  Scott 
decision  to  bring  slavery  up  into  the  very  heart 
of  the  free  North.  This,  I  must  say,  is  but  car- 
rying out  those  words  prophetically  spoken  by 
Mr.  Clay  many,  many  years  ago, — I  believe 
more  than  thirty  years, — when  he  told  an  audi- 
ence that  if  they  would  repress  all  tendencies 
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to  liberty  and  ultimate  emancipation,  they  must 
go  back  to  the  era  of  our  independence  and  muz- 
zle the  cannon  which  thundered  its  annual  joy- 
ous return  on  the  Fourth  of  July;  they  must 
blow  out  the  moral  lights  around  us;  they  must 
penetrate  the  human  soul,  and  eradicate  the  love 
of  liberty;  but  until  they  did  these  things,  and 
others  eloquently  enumerated  by  him,  they  could 
not  repress  all  tendencies  to  ultimate  emanci- 
pation. 

I  ask  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  a  preeminent 
degree  these  popular  sovereigns  are  at  this  work: 
blowing  out  the  moral  lights  around  us ;  teaching 
that  the  negro  is  no  longer  a  man,  but  a  brute; 
that  the  Declaration  has  nothing  to  do  with  him ; 
that  he  ranks  with  the  crocodile  and  the  reptile ; 
that  man,  with  body  and  soul,  is  a  matter  of  dol- 
lars and  cents.  I  suggest  to  this  portion  of  the 
Ohio  Republicans,  or  Democrats,  if  there  be  any 
present,  the  serious  consideration  of  this  fact, 
that  there  is  now  going  on  among  you  a  steady 
process  of  debauching  public  opinion  on  this 
subject.     With  this,  my  friends,  I  bid  you  adieu. 
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Speech  at  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  September  17, 

1859 

MY  FELLOW-CITIZENS  of  the  State 
of  Ohio:  This  is  the  first  time  in  my 
life  that  I  have  appeared  before  an 
audience  in  so  great  a  city  as  this.  I  there- 
fore— though  I  am  no  longer  a  young  man — 
make  this  appearance  under  some  degree  of 
embarrassment.  But  I  have  found  that  when 
one  is  embarrassed,  usually  the  shortest  way  to 
get  through  with  it  is  to  quit  talking  or  think- 
ing about  it,  and  go  at  something  else. 

I  understand  that  you  have  had  recently  with 
you  my  very  distinguished  friend,  Judge  Doug- 
las, of  Illinois,  and  I  understand,  without  hav- 
ing had  an  opportunity  (not  greatly  sought,  to 
be  sure)  of  seeing  a  report  of  the  speech  that  he 
made  here,  that  he  did  me  the  honor  to  mention 
my  humble  name.  I  suppose  that  he  did  so  for 
the  purpose  of  making  some  objection  to  some 
sentiment  at  some  time  expressed  by  me.  I 
should  expect,  it  is  true,  that  Judge  Douglas 
had  reminded  you,  or  informed  you,  if  you  had 
never  before  heard  it,  that  I  had  once  in  my 
life  declared  it  as  my  opinion  that  this  govern- 
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ment  cannot  "endure  permanently  half  slave  and 
half  free;  that  a  house  divided  against  itself  can- 
not stand,"  and,  as  I  had  expressed  it,  I  did  not 
expect  the  house  to  fall;  that  I  did  not  expect 
the  Union  to  be  dissolved,  but  that  I  did  expect 
it  would  cease  to  be  divided;  that  it  would  be- 
come all  one  thing  or  all  the  other;  that  either 
the  opposition  of  slavery  will  arrest  the  further 
spread  of  it,  and  place  it  where  the  public  mind 
would  rest  in  the  belief  that  it  was  in  the  course 
of  ultimate  extinction,  or  the  friends  of  slavery 
will  push  it  forward  until  it  becomes  alike  law- 
ful in  all  the  States,  old  or  new,  free  as  well  as 
slave.  I  did,  fifteen  months  ago,  express  that 
opinion,  and  upon  many  occasions  Judge  Doug- 
las has  denounced  it,  and  has  greatly,  intention- 
ally or  unintentionally,  misrepresented  my  pur- 
pose in  the  expression  of  that  opinion. 

I  presume,  without  having  seen  a  report  of 
his  speech,  that  he  did  so  here.  I  presume  that 
he  alluded  also  to  that  opinion  in  different  lan- 
guage, having  been  expressed  at  a  subsequent 
time  by  Governor  Seward,  of  New  York,  and 
that  he  took  the  two  in  a  lump  and  denounced 
them;  that  he  tried  to  point  out  that  there  was 
something  couched  in  this  opinion  which  led  to 
the  making  of  an  entire  uniformity  of  the  local 
institutions  of  the  various  States  of  the  Union, 
in  utter  disregard  of  the  different  States,  which 
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in  their  nature  would  seem  to  require  a  variety 
of  institutions,  and  a  variety  of  laws  conforming 
to  the  differences  in  the  nature  of  the  different 
States. 

Not  only  so;  I  presume  he  insisted  that  this 
was  a  declaration  of  war  between  the  free  and 
slave  States — that  it  was  the  sounding  to  the 
onset  of  continual  war  between  the  different 
States,  the  slave  and  free  States. 

This  charge,  in  this  form,  was  made  by  Judge 
Douglas  on,  I  believe,  the  9th  of  July,  1858,  in 
Chicago,  in  my  hearing.  On  the  next  evening 
I  made  some  reply  to  it.  I  informed  him  that 
many  of  the  inferences  he  drew  from  that  ex- 
pression of  mine  were  altogether  foreign  to  any 
purpose  entertained  by  me,  and  in  so  far  as  he 
should  ascribe  these  inferences  to  me,  as  my  pur- 
pose, he  was  entirely  mistaken;  and  in  so  far  as 
he  might  argue  that  whatever  might  be  my  pur- 
pose, actions,  conforming  to  my  views,  would 
lead  to  these  results,  he  might  argue  and  estab- 
lish if  he  could;  but,  so  far  as  purposes  were 
concerned,  he  was  totally  mistaken  as  to  me. 

When  I  made  that  reply  to  him,  I  told  him, 
on  the  question  of  declaring  war  between  the  dif- 
ferent States  of  the  Union,  that  I  had  not  said 
I  did  not  expect  any  peace  upon  this  question 
until  slavery  was  exterminated;  that  I  had  only 
said  I  expected  peace  when  that  institution  was 
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put  where  the  public  mind  should  rest  in  the 
belief  that  it  was  in  course  of  ultimate  extinc- 
tion; that  I  believed,  from  the  organization  of 
our  government  until  a  very  recent  period  of 
time,  the  institution  had  been  placed  and  con- 
tinued upon  such  a  basis;  that  we  had  compar- 
ative peace  upon  that  question  through  a  portion 
of  that  period  of  time,  only  because  the  public 
mind  rested  in  that  belief  in  regard  to  it,  and 
that  when  we  returned  to  that  position  in  rela- 
tion to  that  matter,  I  supposed  we  should  again 
have  peace  as  we  previously  had.  I  assured 
him,  as  I  now  assure  you,  that  I  neither  then  had^ 
nor  have,  nor  ever  had,  any  purpose  in  any  way 
of  interfering  with  the  institution  of  slavery 
where  it  exists.  I  believe  we  have  no  power, 
under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  or 
rather  under  the  form  of  government  under 
which  we  live,  to  interfere  with  the  institution 
of  slavery,  or  any  other  of  the  institutions  of 
our  sister  States,  be  they  free  or  slave  States.  I 
declared  then,  and  I  now  re-declare,  that  I  have 
as  little  inclination  to  interfere  with  the  insti- 
tution of  slavery  where  it  now  exists,  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  General  Government, 
or  any  other  instrumentality,  as  I  believe  we 
have  no  power  to  do  so.  I  accidentally  used 
this  expression:  I  had  no  purpose  of  entering 
into  the  slave  States  to  disturb  the  institution  of 
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slavery.  So,  upon  the  first  occasion  that  Judge 
Douglas  got  an  opportunity  to  reply  to  me,  he 
passed  by  the  whole  body  of  what  I  had  said 
upon  that  subject,  and  seized  upon  the  particu- 
lar expression  of  mine,  that  I  had  no  purpose 
of  entering  into  the  slave  States  to  disturb  the 
institution  of  slavery.  "Oh,  no,"  said  he;  "he 
[Lincoln]  won't  enter  into  the  slave  States  to 
disturb  the  institution  of  slavery;  he  is  too  pru- 
dent a  man  to  do  such  a  thing  as  that;  he  only 
means  that  he  will  go  on  to  the  line  between 
the  free  and  slave  States,  and  shoot  over  at  them. 
This  is  all  he  means  to  do.  He  means  to  do 
them  all  the  harm  he  can,  to  disturb  them  all 
he  can,  in  such  a  way  as  to  keep  his  own  hide  in 
perfect  safety." 

Well,  now,  I  did  not  think,  at  that  time,  that 
that  was  either  a  very  dignified  or  very  logical 
argument;  but  so  it  was,  and  I  had  to  get  along 
with  it  as  well  as  I  could. 

It  has  occurred  to  me  here  to-night  that  if  I 
ever  do  shoot  over  the  line  at  the  people  on  the 
other  side  of  the  line,  into  the  slave  State,  and 
propose  to  do  so  keeping  my  skin  safe,  that  I 
have  now  about  the  best  chance  I  shall  ever 
have.  I  should  not  wonder  if  there  are  some 
Kentuckians  about  this  audience;  we  are  close 
to  Kentucky;  and  whether  that  be  so  or  not,  we 
are  on  elevated  ground,  and  by  speaking  dis- 
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tinctly  I  should  not  wonder  if  some  of  the  Ken- 
tuckians  would  hear  me  on  the  other  side  of  the 
river.  For  that  reason  I  propose  to  address  a 
portion  of  what  I  have  to  say  to  the  Kentuck- 
ians. 

I  say,  then,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  Kentuck- 
ians,  that  I  am  what  they  call,  as  I  understand 
it,  a  "Black  Republican."  I  think  slavery  is 
wrong,  morally  and  politically.  I  desire  that 
it  should  be  no  further  spread  in  these  United 
States,  and  I  should  not  object  if  it  should  grad- 
ually terminate  in  the  whole  Union.  While  I 
say  this  for  myself,  I  say  to  you  Kentuckians 
that  I  understand  you  differ  radically  with  me 
upon  this  proposition ;  that  you  believe  slavery  is 
a  good  thing;  that  slavery  is  right;  that  it  ought 
to  be  extended  and  perpetuated  in  this  Union. 
Now,  there  being  this  broad  difference  between 
us,  I  do  not  pretend,  in  addressing  myself  to  you 
Kentuckians,  to  attempt  proselyting  you;  that 
would  be  a  vain  effort.  I  do  not  enter  upon 
it.  I  only  propose  to  try  to  show  you  that  you 
ought  to  nominate  for  the  next  presidency,  at 
Charleston,  my  distinguished  friend,  Judge 
Douglas.  In  all  that  there  is  no  real  difference 
between  you  and  him;  I  understand  he  is  as  sin- 
cerely for  you,  and  more  wisely  for  you,  than 
you  are  for  yourselves.  I  will  try  to  demon- 
strate that  proposition.     Understand  now,  I  say 
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that  I  believe  he  is  as  sincerely  for  you,  and 
more  wisely  for  you,  than  you  are  for  yourselves. 

What  do  you  want  more  than  anything  else 
to  make  successful  your  views  of  slavery — to  ad- 
vance the  outspread  of  it,  and  to  secure  and  per- 
petuate the  nationality  of  it?  What  do  you 
want  more  than  anything  else?  What  is  needed 
absolutely?  What  is  indispensable  to  you? 
Why,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  answer  the  question^ 
it  is  to  retain  a  hold  upon  the  North — it  is  to 
retain  support  and  strength  from  the  free  States. 
If  you  can  get  this  support  and  strength  from 
the  free  States,  you  can  succeed.  If  you  do  not 
get  this  support  and  this  strength  from  the  free 
States,  you  are  in  the  minority,  and  you  are 
beaten  at  once. 

If  that  proposition  be  admitted, — and  it  is 
undeniable, — then  the  next  thing  I  say  to  you  is, 
that  Douglas  of  all  the  men  in  this  nation  is  the 
only  man  that  affords  you  any  hold  upon  the 
free  States;  that  no  other  man  can  give  you  any 
strength  in  the  free  States.  This  being  so,  if 
you  doubt  the  other  branch  of  the  proposition, 
whether  he  is  for  you, — whether  he  is  really  for 
you,  as  I  have  expressed  it, — I  propose  asking 
your  attention  for  a  while  to  a  few  facts. 

The  issue  between  you  and  me,  understand, 
is  that  I  think  slavery  is  wrong,  and  ought  not  to 
be  outspread,  and  you  think  it  is  right,  and  ought 
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to  be  extended  and  perpetuated.  I  now  proceed 
to  try  to  show  to  you  that  Douglas  is  as  sin- 
cerely for  you,  and  more  wisely  for  you,  than 
you  are  for  yourselves. 

In  the  first  place,  we  know  that  in  a  govern- 
ment like  this,  a  government  of  the  people, 
where  the  voice  of  all  the  men  of  the  country, 
substantially,  enters  into  the  administration  of 
the  government,  what  lies  at  the  bottom  of  all 
of  it  is  public  opinion.  I  lay  down  the  propo- 
sition that  Judge  Douglas  is  not  only  the  man 
that  promises  you  in  advance  a  hold  upon  the 
North,  and  support  in  the  North,  but  that  he 
constantly  molds  public  opinion  to  your  ends; 
that  in  every  possible  way  he  can,  he  molds  the 
public  opinion  of  the  North  to  your  ends;  and 
if  there  are  a  few  things  in  which  he  seems  to 
be  against  you, — a  few  things  which  he  says  that 
appear  to  be  against  you,  and  a  few  that  he  for- 
bears to  say  which  you  would  like  to  have  him 
say, — you  ought  to  remember  that  the  saying 
of  the  one,  or  the  forbearing  to  say  the  other, 
would  lose  his  hold  upon  the  North,  and,  by 
consequence,  would  lose  his  capacity  to  serve 
you. 

Upon  this  subject  of  molding  public  opinion, 
I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact — for  a  well-es- 
tablished fact  it  is — that  the  judge  never  says 
your  institution  of  slavery  is  wrong;  he  never 
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says  it  is  right,  to  be  sure,  but  he  never  says  it 
is  wrong.  There  is  not  a  public  man  in  the 
United  States,  I  believe,  with  the  exception  of 
Senator  Douglas,  who  has  not,  at  some  time  in 
his  life,  declared  his  opinion  whether  the  thing 
is  right  or  wrong;  but  Senator  Douglas  never 
declares  it  is  wrong.  He  leaves  himself  at  per- 
fect liberty  to  do  all  in  your  favor  which  he 
would  be  hindered  from  doing  if  he  were  to  de- 
clare the  thing  to  be  wrong.  On  the  contrary, 
he  takes  all  the  chances  that  he  has  for  inveig- 
ling the  sentiment  of  the  North,  opposed  to  sla- 
very, into  your  support,  by  never  saying  it  is 
right.  This  you  ought  to  set  down  to  his  credit. 
You  ought  to  give  him  full  credit  for  this  much, 
little  though  it  be  in  comparison  to  the  whole 
which  he  does  for  you. 

Some  other  things  I  will  ask  your  attention 
to.  He  said  upon  the  floor  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  and  he  has  repeated  it,  as  I  understand, 
a  great  many  times,  that  he  does  not  care  whether 
slavery  is  "voted  up  or  voted  down.''  This  again 
shows  you,  or  ought  to  show  you,  if  you  would 
reason  upon  it,  that  he  does  not  believe  it  to  be 
wrong;  for  a  man  may  say,  when  he  sees  noth- 
ing wrong  in  a  thing,  that  he  does  not  care 
whether  it  be  voted  up  or  voted  down ;  but  no 
man  can  logically  say  that  he  cares  not  whether 
a  thing  goes  up  or  goes  down  which  appears  to 
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him  to  be  wrong.  You  therefore  have  a  demon- 
stration in  this,  that  to  Judge  Douglas's  mind 
your  favorite  institution,  which  you  desire  to 
have  spread  out  and  made  perpetual,  is  no 
wrong. 

Another  thing  he  tells  you,  in  a  speech  made 
at  Memphis,  in  Tennessee,  shortly  after  the  can- 
vass in  Illinois,  last  year.  He  there  distinctly 
told  the  people  that  there  was  a  "line  drawn  by 
the  Almighty  across  this  continent,  on  the  one 
side  of  which  the  soil  must  always  be  cultivated 
by  slaves";  that  he  did  not  pretend  to  know  ex- 
actly where  that  line  was,  but  that  there  was 
such  a  line.  I  want  to  ask  your  attention  to  that 
proposition  again — that  there  is  one  portion  of 
this  continent  where  the  Almighty  has  designed 
the  soil  shall  always  be  cultivated  by  slaves;  that 
its  being  cultivated  by  slaves  at  that  place  is 
right;  that  it  has  the  direct  sympathy  and  au- 
thority of  the  Almighty.  Whenever  you  can 
get  these  Northern  audiences  to  adopt  the  opin- 
ion that  slavery  is  right  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Ohio;  whenever  you  can  get  them,  in  pursuance 
of  Douglas's  views,  to  adopt  that  sentiment,  they 
will  very  readily  make  the  other  argument, 
which  is  perfectly  logical,  that  that  which  is 
right  on  that  side  of  the  Ohio  cannot  be  wrong 
on  this,  and  that  if  you  have  that  property  on 
that  side  of  the  Ohio,  under  the  seal  and  stamp 
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of  the  Almighty,  when  by  any  means  it  escapes 
over  here,  it  is  wrong  to  have  constitutions  and 
laws  "to  devil"  you  about  it.  So  Douglas  is 
molding  the  public  opinion  of  the  North,  first 
to  say  that  the  thing  is  right  in  your  State  over 
the  Ohio  River,  and  hence  to  say  that  that  which 
is  right  there  is  not  wrong  here,  and  that  all  laws 
and  constitutions  here,  recognizing  it  as  being 
wrong,  are  themselves  wrong,  and  ought  to  be 
repealed  and  abrogated.  He  will  tell  you,  men 
of  Ohio,  that  if  you  choose  here  to  have  laws 
against  slavery,  it  is  in  conformity  to  the  idea 
that  your  climate  is  not  suited  to  it;  that  your 
climate  is  not  suited  to  slave  labor,  and  there- 
fore you  have  constitutions  and  laws  against  it. 
Let  us  attend  to  that  argument  for  a  little 
while,  and  see  if  it  be  sound.  You  do  not  raise 
sugar-cane  (except  the  new-fashioned  sugar- 
cane, and  you  won't  raise  that  long),  but  they 
do  raise  it  in  Louisiana.  You  don't  raise  it  in 
Ohio  because  you  can't  raise  it  profitably,  be- 
cause the  climate  don't  suit  it.  They  do  raise 
it  in  Louisiana  because  there  it  is  profitable. 
Now  Douglas  will  tell  you  that  is  precisely  the 
slavery  question;  that  they  do  have  slaves  there 
because  they  are  profitable,  and  you  don't  have 
them  here  because  they  are  not  profitable.  If 
that  is  so,  then  it  leads  to  dealing  with  the  one 
precisely  as  with  the  other.     Is  there,  then,  any- 
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thing  in  the  constitution  or  laws  of  Ohio  against 
raising  sugar-cane?  Have  you  found  it  neces- 
sary to  put  any  such  provision  in  your  law? 
Surely  not!  No  man  desires  to  raise  sugar-cane 
in  Ohio;  but  if  any  man  did  desire  to  do  so,  you 
would  say  it  was  a  tyrannical  law  that  forbids 
his  doing  so;  and  whenever  you  shall  agree  with 
Douglas,  whenever  your  minds  are  brought  to 
adopt  his  argument,  as  surely  you  will  have 
reached  the  conclusion  that  although  slavery  is 
not  profitable  in  Ohio,  if  any  man  want  it,  it  is 
wrong  to  him  not  to  let  him  have  it. 

In  this  matter  Judge  Douglas  is  preparing  the 
public  mind  for  you  of  Kentucky,  to  make  per- 
petual that  good  thing  in  your  estimation,  about 
which  you  and  I  differ. 

In  this  connection  let  me  ask  your  attention  to 
another  thing.  I  believe  it  is  safe  to  assert  that, 
five  years  ago,  no  living  man  had  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  negro  had  no  share  in  the  Dec- 
laration of  Independence.  Let  me  state  that 
again :  Five  years  ago  no  living  man  had  ex- 
pressed the  opinion  that  the  negro  had  no  share 
in  the  Declaration  of  Independence.  If  there 
is  in  this  large  audience  any  man  who  ever  knew 
of  that  opinion  being  put  upon  paper  as  much 
as  five  years  ago,  I  will  be  obliged  to  him  now, 
or  at  a  subsequent  time,  to  show  it. 

If  that  be  true,  I  wish  you  then  to  note  the 
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next  fact — that  within  the  space  of  five  years 
Senator  Douglas,  in  the  argument  of  this  ques- 
tion, has  got  his  entire  party,  so  far  as  I  know, 
without  exception,  to  join  in  saying  that  the  ne- 
gro has  no  share  in  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence. If  there  be  now  in  all  these  United 
States  one  Douglas  man  that  does  not  say  this, 
I  have  been  unable  upon  any  occasion  to  scare 
him  up.  Now,  if  none  of  you  said  this  five  years 
ago,  and  all  of  you  say  it  now,  that  is  a  matter 
that  you  Kentuckians  ought  to  note.  That  is  a 
vast  change  in  the  Northern  public  sentiment 
upon  that  question. 

Of  what  tendency  is  that  change?  The  ten- 
dency of  that  change  is  to  bring  the  public  mind 
to  the  conclusion  that  when  men  are  spoken  of, 
the  negro  is  not  meant;  that  when  negroes  are 
spoken  of,  brutes  alone  are  contemplated.  That 
change  in  public  sentiment  has  already  degraded 
the  black  man,  in  the  estimation  of  Douglas  and 
his  followers,  from  the  condition  of  a  man  of 
some  sort,  and  assigned  him  to  the  condition  of 
a  brute.  Now  you  Kentuckians  ought  to  give 
Douglas  credit  for  this.  That  is  the  largest 
possible  stride  that  can  be  made  in  regard  to  the 
perpetuation  of  your  good  thing  of  slavery. 

In  Kentucky,  perhaps, — in  many  of  the  slave 
States  certainly, — you  are  trying  to  establish  the 
rightfulness  of  slavery  by  reference  to  the  Bible. 


1859]         speech  at    Cincinnati  203 

You  are  trying  to  show  that  slavery,  existed  in 
the  Bible  times  by  divine  ordinance.  Now 
Douglas  is  wiser  than  you  for  your  own  benefit, 
upon  that  subject.  Douglas  knows  that  when- 
ever you  establish  that  slavery  was  right  by  the 
Bible,  it  will  occur  that  that  slavery  was  the 
slavery  of  the  white  man, — of  men  without  ref- 
erence to  color, — and  he  knows  very  well  that 
you  may  entertain  that  idea  in  Kentucky  as  much 
as  you  please,  but  you  will  never  win  any  North- 
ern support  upon  it.  He  makes  a  wiser  argu- 
ment for  you;  he  makes  the  argument  that  the 
slavery  of  the  black  man,  the  slavery  of  the  man 
who  has  a  skin  of  a  different  color  from  your 
own,  is  right.  He  thereby  brings  to  your  sup- 
port Northern  voters  who  could  not  for  a  mo- 
ment be  brought  by  your  own  argument  of  the 
Bible-right  of  slavery.  Will  you  not  give  him 
credit  for  that?  Will  you  not  say  that  in  this 
matter  he  is  more  wisely  for  you  than  you  are 
for  yourselves? 

Now,  having  established  with  his  entire  party 
this  doctrine, — having  been  entirely  successful 
in  that  branch  of  his  efforts  in  your  behalf, — he 
is  ready  for  another. 

At  this  same  meeting  at  Memphis,  he  declared 
that  in  all  contests  between  the  negro  and  the 
white  man,  he  was  for  the  white  man,  but  that 
in  all  questions  between  the  negro  and  the  croco- 
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dile  he  was  for  the  negro.  He  did  not  make 
that  declaration  accidentally  at  Memphis.  He 
made  it  a  great  many  times  in  the  canvass  in 
Illinois  last  year  (though  I  don't  know  that  it 
was  reported  in  any  of  his  speeches  there ;  but 
he  frequently  made  it) .  I  believe  he  repeated 
it  at  Columbus,  and  I  should  not  wonder  if  he 
repeated  it  here.  It  is,  then,  a  deliberate  way  of 
expressing  himself  upon  that  subject.  It  is  a 
matter  of  mature  deliberation  with  him  thus  to 
express  himself  upon  that  point  of  his  case.  It 
therefore  requires  some  deliberate  attention. 

The  first  inference  seems  to  be  that  if  you  do 
not  enslave  the  negro  you  are  wronging  the  white 
man  in  some  way  or  other;  and  that  who- 
ever is  opposed  to  the  negro  being  enslaved  is, 
in  some  way  or  other,  against  the  white  man. 
Is  not  that  a  falsehood?  If  there  was  a  neces- 
sary conflict  between  the  white  man  and  the 
negro,  I  should  be  for  the  white  man  as  much 
as  Judge  Douglas;  but  I  say  there  is  no  such 
necessary  conflict.  I  say  that  there  is  room 
enough  for  us  all  to  be  free,  and  that  it  not  only 
does  not  wrong  the  white  man  that  the  negro 
should  be  free,  but  it  positively  wrongs  the  mass 
of  the  white  men  that  the  negro  should  be  en- 
slaved; that  the  mass  of  white  men  are  really  in- 
jured by  the  eflfects  of  slave-labor  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  fields  of  their  own  labor. 
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But  I  do  not  desire  to  dwell  upon  this  branch 
of  the  question  more  than  to  say  that  this  as- 
sumption of  his  is  false,  and  I  do  hope  that  that 
fallacy  will  not  long  prevail  in  the  minds  of 
intelligent  white  men.  At  all  events,  you  ought 
to  thank  Judge  Douglas  for  it.  It  is  for  your 
benefit  it  is  made. 

The  other  branch  of  it  is,  that  in  a  struggle 
between  the  negro  and  the  crocodile,  he  is  for  the 
negro.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  there  is  any 
struggle  between  the  negro  and  the  crocodile, 
either.  I  suppose  that  if  a  crocodile  (or,  as  we 
old  Ohio  River  boatmen  used  to  call  them,  al- 
ligators) should  come  across  a  white  man,  he 
would  kill  him  if  he  could,  and  so  he  would  a 
negro.  But  what,  at  last,  is  this  proposition?  I 
believe  that  it  is  a  sort  of  proposition  in  propor- 
tion, which  may  be  stated  thus :  "As  the  negro 
is  to  the  white  man,  so  is  the  crocodile  to  the 
negro ;  and  as  the  negro  may  rightfully  treat  the 
crocodile  as  a  beast  or  reptile,  so  the  white  man 
may  rightfully  treat  the  negro  as  a  beast  or  rep- 
tile." That  is  really  the  point  of  all  that  argu- 
ment of  his. 

Now,  my  brother  Kentuckians,  who  believe 
in  this,  you  ought  to  thank  Judge  Douglas  for 
having  put  that  in  a  much  more  taking  way  than 
any  of  yourselves  have  done. 

Again,  Douglas's  great  principle,  "popular 
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sovereignty,"  as  he  calls  it,  gives  you  by  natural 
consequence  the  revival  of  the  slave-trade  when- 
ever you  want  it.  If  you  are  disposed  to  ques- 
tion this,  listen  awhile,  consider  awhile,  what 
I  shall  advance  in  support  of  that  proposition. 

He  says  that  it  is  the  sacred  right  of  the  man 
who  goes  into  the  Territories  to  have  slavery  if 
he  wants  it.  Grant  that  for  argument's  sake.  Is 
it  not  the  sacred  right  of  the  man  who  don't  go 
there,  equally  to  buy  slaves  in  Africa,  if  he  wants 
them?  Can  you  point  out  the  difference?  The 
man  who  goes  into  the  Territories  of  Kansas  and 
Nebraska,  or  any  other  new  Territory,  with  the 
sacred  right  of  taking  a  slave  there  which  be- 
longs to  him,  would  certainly  have  no  more 
right  to  take  one  there  than  I  would  who  own 
no  slave,  but  who  would  desire  to  buy  one  and 
take  him  there.  You  will  not  say — you,  the 
friends  of  Judge  Douglas — but  that  the  man  who 
does  not  own  a  slave,  has  an  equal  right  to  buy 
one  and  take  him  to  the  Territory  as  the  other 
does? 

I  say  that  Douglas's  popular  sovereignty,  es- 
tablishing his  sacred  right  in  the  people,  if  you 
please,  if  carried  to  its  logical  conclusion,  gives 
equally  the  sacred  right  to  the  people  of  the 
States  or  the  Territories  themselves  to  buy  slaves, 
wherever  they  can  buy  them  cheapest;  and  if 
any  man  can  show  a  distinction,  I  should  like  to 
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hear  him  try  it.  If  any  man  can  show  how  the 
people  of  Kansas  have  a  better  right  to  slaves 
because  they  want  them,  than  the  people  of 
Georgia  have  to  buy  them  in  Africa,  I  want  him 
to  do  it.  I  think  it  cannot  be  done.  If  it  is 
"popular  sovereignty"  for  the  people  to  have 
slaves  because  they  want  them,  it  is  popular  sov- 
ereignty for  them  to  buy  them  in  Africa,  because 
they  desire  to  do  so. 

I  know  that  Douglas  has  recently  made  a  lit- 
tle effort — not  seeming  to  notice  that  he  had  a 
different  theory — has  made  an  effort  to  get  rid 
of  that.  He  has  written  a  letter,  addressed  to 
somebody,  I  believe,  who  resides  in  Iowa,  de- 
claring his  opposition  to  the  repeal  of  the  laws 
that  prohibit  the  African  slave-trade.  He  bases 
his  opposition  to  such  repeal  upon  the  ground 
that  these  laws  are  themselves  one  of  the  com- 
promises of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  Now  it  would  be  very  interesting  to  see 
Judge  Douglas,  or  any  of  his  friends,  turn  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  point 
out  that  compromise,  to  show  where  there  is  any 
compromise  in  the  Constitution,  or  provision  in 
the  Constitution,  expressed  or  implied,  by  which 
the  administrators  of  that  Constitution  are  under 
any  obligation  to  repeal  the  African  slave-trade. 
I  know,  or  at  least  I  think  I  know,  that  the 
framers  of  that  Constitution  did  expect  that  the 


2o8  Abraham   Lincoln         [Sept.  17 

African  slave-trade  would  be  abolished  at  the 
end  of  twenty  years,  to  which  time  their  prohi- 
bition against  its  being  abolished  extended.  I 
think  there  is  abundant  contemporaneous  his- 
tory to  show  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitu- 
tion expected  it  to  be  abolished.  But  while  they 
so  expected,  they  gave  nothing  for  that  expec- 
tation, and  they  put  no  provision  in  the  Consti- 
tution requiring  it  should  be  so  abolished.  The 
migration  or  importation  of  such  persons  as  the 
States  shall  see  fit  to  admit  shall  not  be  prohib- 
ited, but  a  certain  tax  might  be  levied  upon  such 
importation.  But  what  was  to  be  done  after 
that  time?  The  Constitution  is  as  silent  about 
that  as  it  is  silent,  personally,  about  myself. 
There  is  absolutely  nothing  in  it  about  that  sub- 
ject— there  is  only  the  expectation  of  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution  that  the  slave-trade  would 
be  abolished  at  the  end  of  that  time,  and  they 
expected  it  would  be  abolished,  owing  to  public 
sentiment,  before  that  time,  and  they  put  that 
provision  in,  in  order  that  it  should  not  be  abol- 
ished before  that  time,  for  reasons  which  I  sup- 
pose they  thought  to  be  sound  ones,  but  which  I 
will  not  now  try  to  enumerate  before  you. 

But  while  they  expected  the  slave-trade  would 
be  abolished  at  that  time,  they  expected  that 
the  spread  of  slavery  into  the  new  Territories 
should  also  be  restricted.     It  is  as  easy  to  prove 
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that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  expected  that  slavery  should  be 
prohibited  from  extending  into  the  new  Terri- 
tories, as  it  is  to  prove  that  it  was  expected  that 
the  slave-trade  should  be  abolished.  Both  these 
things  were  expected.  One  was  no  more  ex- 
pected than  the  other,  and  one  was  no  more  a 
compromise  of  the  Constitution  than  the  other. 
There  was  nothing  said  in  the  Constitution  in 
regard  to  the  spread  of  slavery  into  the  Terri- 
tories. I  grant  that,  but  there  was  something 
very  important  said  about  it  by  the  same  genera- 
tion of  men  in  the  adoption  of  the  old  ordinance 
of  '87,  through  the  influence  of  which  you  here 
in  Ohio,  our  neighbors  in  Indiana,  we  in  Illi- 
nois, our  neighbors  in  Michigan  and  Wiscon- 
sin, are  happy,  prosperous,  teeming  millions  of 
free  men.  That  generation  of  men,  though  not 
to  the  full  extent  members  of  the  convention 
that  framed  the  Constitution,  were  to  some  ex- 
tent members  of  that  convention,  holding  seats 
at  the  same  time  in  one  body  and  the  other,  so 
that  if  there  was  any  compromise  on  either  of 
these  subjects,  the  strong  evidence  is  that  that 
compromise  was  in  favor  of  the  restriction  of 
slavery  from  the  new  Territories. 

But  Douglas  says  that  he  is  unalterably  op- 
posed to  the  repeal  of  those  laws ;  because,  in  his 
view,  it  is  a  compromise  of  the  Constitution. 
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You  Kentuckians,  no  doubt,  are  somewhat  of- 
fended with  that!  You  ought  not  to  be!  You 
ought  to  be  patient!  You  ought  to  know  that  if 
he  said  less  than  that,  he  would  lose  the  power 
of  "lugging"  the  Northern  States  to  your  sup- 
port. Really,  what  you  would  push  him  to  do 
would  take  from  him  his  entire  power  to  serve 
you.  And  you  ought  to  remember  how  long, 
by  precedent.  Judge  Douglas  holds  himself 
obliged  to  stick  by  compromises.  You  ought 
to  remember  that  by  the  time  you  yourselves 
think  you  are  ready  to  inaugurate  measures  for 
the  revival  of  the  African  slave-trade,  that  suf- 
ficient time  will  have  arrived,  by  precedent,  for 
Judge  Douglas  to  break  through  that  compro- 
mise. He  says  now  nothing  more  strong  than 
he  said  in  1849  when  he  declared  in  favor  of  the 
Missouri  Compromise — that  precisely  four 
years  and  a  quarter  after  he  declared  that  com- 
promise to  be  a  sacred  thing,  which  "no  ruthless 
hand  would  ever  dare  to  touch,"  he,  himself, 
brought  forward  the  measure  ruthlessly  to  de- 
stroy it.  By  a  mere  calculation  of  time  it  will 
only  be  four  years  more  until  he  is  ready  to  take 
back  his  profession  about  the  sacredness  of  the 
compromise  abolishing  the  slave-trade.  Pre- 
cisely as  soon  as  you  are  ready  to  have  his  ser- 
vices in  that  direction,  by  fair  calculation,  you 
may  be  sure  of  having  them. 


1859]         speech  at   Cincinnati  211 

But  you  remember  and  set  down  to  Judge 
Douglas's  debt,  or  discredit,  that  he,  last  year, 
said  the  people  of  Territories  can,  in  spite  of  the 
Dred  Scott  decision,  exclude  your  slaves  from 
those  Territories;  that  he  declared  by  "un- 
friendly legislation"  the  extension  of  your  prop- 
erty into  the  new  Territories  may  be  cut  off  in 
the  teeth  of  that  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States. 

He  assumed  that  position  at  Freeport,  on  the 
27th  of  August,  1858.  He  said  that  the  people 
of  the  Territories  can  exclude  slavery,  in  so 
many  words.  You  ought,  however,  to  bear  in 
mind  that  he  has  never  said  it  since.  You  may 
hunt  in  every  speech  that  he  has  since  made,  and 
he  has  never  used  that  expression  once.  He  has 
never  seemed  to  notice  that  he  is  stating  his  views 
differently  from  what  he  did  then;  but  by  some 
sort  of  accident,  he  has  always  really  stated  it 
differently.  He  has  always  since  then  declared 
that  "the  Constitution  does  not  carry  slavery 
into  the  Territories  of  the  United  States  beyond 
the  power  of  the  people  legally  to  control  it,  as 
other  property."  Now  there  is  a  difference  in 
the  language  used  upon  that  former  occasion 
and  in  this  latter  day.  There  may  or  may  not 
be  a  difference  in  the  meaning,  but  it  is  worth 
while  considering  whether  there  is  not  also  a 
difference  in  meaning. 
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What  is  it  to  exclude?  Why,  it  is  to  drive  it 
out.  It  is  in  some  way  to  put  it  out  of  the  Ter- 
ritory. It  is  to  force  it  across  the  line,  or  change 
its  character,  so  that  as  property  it  is  out  of  ex- 
istence. But  what  is  the  controlling  of  it  "as 
other  property"?  Is  controlling  it  as  other 
property  the  same  thing  as  destroying  it,  or  driv- 
ing it  away?  I  should  think  not.  I  should 
think  the  controlling  of  it  as  other  property 
would  be  just  about  what  you  in  Kentucky 
should  want.  I  understand  the  controlling  of 
property  means  the  controlling  of  it  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  owner  of  it.  While  I  have  no  doubt 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  would 
say  "God  speed"  to  any  of  the  territorial  leg- 
islatures that  should  thus  control  slave  property, 
they  would  sing  quite  a  different  tune  if  by  the 
pretense  of  controlling  it  they  w^ere  to  under- 
take to  pass  laws  which  virtually  excluded  it, 
and  that  upon  a  very  well  known  principle  to  all 
lawyers,  that  what  a  legislature  cannot  directly 
do,  it  cannot  do  by  indirection;  that  as  the  leg- 
islature has  not  the  power  to  drive  slaves  out, 
they  have  no  power  by  indirection,  by  tax,  or 
by  imposing  burdens  in  any  way  on  that  prop- 
erty, to  effect  the  same  end,  and  that  any  attempt 
to  do  so  would  be  held  by  the  Dred  Scott  court 
unconstitutional. 

Douglas  is  not  willing  to  stand  by  his  first 
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proposition  that  they  can  exclude  it,  because  we 
have  seen  that  that  proposition  amounts  to  noth- 
ing more  nor  less  than  the  naked  absurdity  that 
you  may  lawfully  drive  out  that  which  has  a 
lawful  right  to  remain.  He  admitted  at  first 
that  the  slave  might  be  lawfully  taken  into  the 
Territories  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  yet  asserted  that  he  might  be  lawfully 
driven  out.  That  being  the  proposition,  it  is 
the  absurdity  I  have  stated.  He  is  not  willing 
to  stand  in  the  face  of  that  direct,  naked,  and  im- 
pudent absurdity;  he  has,  therefore,  modified  his 
language  into  that  of  being  "controlled  as  other 
property." 

The  Kentuckians  don't  like  this  in  Douglas! 
I  will  tell  you  where  it  will  go.  He  now  swears 
by  the  court.  He  was  once  a  leading  man  in 
Illinois  to  break  down  a  court  because  it  had 
made  a  decision  he  did  not  like.  But  he  now 
not  only  swears  by  the  court,  the  courts  having 
got  to  working  for  you,  but  he  denounces  all 
men  that  do  not  swear  by  the  courts  as  unpa- 
triotic, as  bad  citizens.  When  one  of  these  acts 
of  unfriendly  legislation  shall  impose  such 
heavy  burdens  as  to,  in  effect,  destroy  property 
in  slaves  in  a  Territory,  and  show  plainly 
enough  that  there  can  be  no  mistake  in  the  pur- 
pose of  the  legislature  to  make  them  so  burden- 
some, this  same  Supreme  Court  will  decide  that 
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law  to  be  unconstitutional,  and  he  will  be  ready 
to  say  for  your  benefit,  "I  swear  by  the  court;  I 
give  it  up";  and  while  that  is  going  on  he  has 
been  getting  all  his  men  to  swear  by  the  courts, 
and  to  give  it  up  with  him.  In  this  again  he 
serves  you  faithfully,  and,  as  I  say,  more  wisely 
than  you  serve  yourselves. 

Again,  I  have  alluded  in  the  beginning  of 
these  remarks  to  the  fact  that  Judge  Douglas 
has  made  great  complaint  of  my  having  ex- 
pressed the  opinion  that  this  government  "can- 
not endure  permanently  half  slave  and  half 
free."  He  has  complained  of  Seward  for  using 
different  language,  and  declaring  that  there  is 
an  "irrepressible  conflict"  between  the  princi- 
ples of  free  and  slave  labor.  [A  voice:  "He 
says  it  is  not  original  with  Seward.  That  is 
original  with  Lincoln."]  I  will  attend  to  that 
immediately,  sir.  Since  that  time,  Hickman,  of 
Pennsylvania,  expressed  the  same  sentiment. 
He  has  never  denounced  Mr.  Hickman.  Why? 
There  is  a  little  chance,  notwithstanding  that 
opinion  in  the  mouth  of  Hickman,  that  he  may 
yet  be  a  Douglas  man.  That  is  the  difference. 
It  is  not  unpatriotic  to  hold  that  opinion,  if  a 
man  is  a  Douglas  man. 

But  neither  I,  nor  Seward,  nor  Hickman  is 
entitled  to  the  enviable  or  unenviable  distinction 
of  having  first  expressed  that  idea.     That  same 
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idea  was  expressed  by  the  Richmond  "Enquirer" 
in  Virginia,  in  1856,  quite  two  years  before  it 
was  expressed  by  the  first  of  us.  And  while 
Douglas  was  pluming  himself  that  in  his  con- 
flict with  my  humble  self,  last  year,  he  had 
"squelched  out"  that  fatal  heresy,  as  he  de- 
lighted to  call  it,  and  had  suggested  that  if  he 
only  had  had  a  chance  to  be  in  New  York  and 
meet  Seward  he  would  have  "squelched"  it  there 
also,  it  never  occurred  to  him  to  breathe  a  word 
against  Pryor.  I  don't  think  that  you  can  dis- 
cover that  Douglas  ever  talked  of  going  to  Vir- 
ginia to  "squelch"  out  that  idea  there.  No. 
More  than  that.  That  same  Roger  A.  Pryor 
was  brought  to  Washington  City  and  made  the 
editor  of  the  par  excellence  Douglas  paper  after 
making  use  of  that  expression,  which,  in  us,  is 
so  unpatriotic  and  heretical.  From  all  this  my 
Kentucky  friends  may  see  that  this  opinion  is 
heretical  in  his  view  only  when  it  is  expressed 
by  men  suspected  of  a  desire  that  the  country 
shall  all  become  free,  and  not  when  expressed 
by  those  fairly  known  to  entertain  the  desire 
that  the  whole  country  shall  become  slave. 
When  expressed  by  that  class  of  men,  it  is  in  no 
wise  offensive  to  him.  In  this  again,  my  friends 
of  Kentucky,  you  have  Judge  Douglas  with  you. 
There  is  another  reason  why  you  Southern 
people  ought  to  nominate  Douglas  at  your  con- 
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vention  at  Charleston.  That  reason  is  the  won- 
derful capacity  of  the  man;  the  power  he  has  of 
doing  what  would  seem  to  be  impossible.  Let 
me  call  your  attention  to  one  of  these  apparently 
impossible  things. 

Douglas  had  three  or  four  very  distinguished 
men,  of  the  most  extreme  antislavery  views  of 
any  men  in  the  Republican  party,  expressing 
their  desire  for  his  reelection  to  the  Senate  last 
year.  That  would,  of  itself,  have  seemed  to  be 
a  little  wonderful,  but  that  wonder  is  height- 
ened when  we  see  that  Wise,  of  Virginia,  a  man 
exactly  opposed  to  them,  a  man  who  believes 
in  the  divine  right  of  slavery,  was  also  express- 
ing his  desire  that  Douglas  should  be  reelected; 
that  another  man  that  may  be  said  to  be  kindred 
to  Wise,  Mr.  Breckinridge,  the  Vice-President, 
and  of  your  own  State,  was  also  agreeing  with 
the  antislavery  men  in  the  North  that  Douglas 
ought  to  be  reelected.  Still,  to  heighten  the 
wonder,  a  senator  from  Kentucky,  whom  I  have 
always  loved  with  an  affection  as  tender  and 
endearing  as  I  have  ever  loved  any  man,  who 
was  opposed  to  the  antislavery  men  for  reasons 
which  seemed  sufficient  to  him,  and  equally  op- 
posed to  Wise  and  Breckinridge,  was  writing 
letters  into  Illinois  to  secure  the  reelection  of 
Douglas.  Now  that  all  these  conflicting  ele- 
ments  should    be    brought,    while    at   daggers' 
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points  with  one  another,  to  support  him,  is  a 
feat  that  is  worthy  for  you  to  note  and  consider. 
It  is  quite  probable  that  each  of  these  classes  of 
men  thought,  by  the  reelection  of  Douglas,  their 
peculiar  views  would  gain  something;  it  is  prob- 
able that  the  antislavery  men  thought  their  views 
would  gain  something;  that  Wise  and  Breckin- 
ridge thought  so  too,  as  regards  their  opinions; 
that  Mr.  Crittenden  thought  that  his  views 
would  gain  something,  although  he  was  opposed 
to  both  these  other  men.  It  is  probable  that  each 
and  all  of  them  thought  that  they  were  using 
Douglas,  and  it  is  yet  an  unsolved  problem 
whether  he  was  not  using  them  all.  If  he  was, 
then  it  is  for  you  to  consider  whether  that  power 
to  perform  wonders  is  one  for  you  lightly  to 
throw  away. 

There  is  one  other  thing  that  I  will  say  to  you 
in  this  relation.  It  is  but  my  opinion;  I  give  it 
to  you  without  a  fee.  It  is  my  opinion  that  it 
is  for  you  to  take  him  or  be  defeated;  and  that 
if  you  do  take  him  you  may  be  beaten.  You 
will  surely  be  beaten  if  you  do  not  take  him. 
We,  the  Republicans  and  others  forming  the 
opposition  of  the  country,  intend  to  "stand  by 
our  guns,"  to  be  patient  and  firm,  and  in  the 
long  run  to  beat  you  whether  you  take  him  or 
not.  We  know  that  before  we  fairly  beat  you, 
we  have  to  beat  you  both  together.     We  know 
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that  "you  are  all  of  a  feather,"  and  that  we  have 
to  beat  you  all  together,  and  we  expect  to  do  it. 
We  don't  intend  to  be  very  impatient  about  it. 
We  mean  to  be  as  deliberate  and  calm  about  it 
as  it  is  possible  to  be,  but  as  firm  and  resolved 
as  it  is  possible  for  men  to  be.  When  we  do  as 
we  say,  beat  you,  you  perhaps  want  to  know 
what  we  will  do  with  you. 

I  will  tell  you,  so  far  as  I  am  authorized  to 
speak  for  the  opposition,  what  we  mean  to  do 
with  you.  We  mean  to  treat  you,  as  near  as 
we  possibly  can,  as  Washington,  Jefferson,  and 
Madison  treated  you.  We  mean  to  leave  you 
alone,  and  in  no  way  to  interfere  with  your  in- 
stitution; to  abide  by  all  and  every  compromise 
of  the  Constitution,  and,  in  a  word,  coming  back 
to  the  original  proposition,  to  treat  you,  so  far 
as  degenerated  men  (if  we  have  degenerated) 
may,  according  to  the  example  of  those  noble 
fathers — Washington,  Jefferson,  and  Madison. 
We  mean  to  remember  that  you  are  as  good  as 
we;  that  there  is  no  difference  between  us  other 
than  the  difference  of  circumstances.  We  mean 
to  recognize  and  bear  in  mind  always  that  you 
have  as  good  hearts  in  your  bosoms  as  other  peo- 
ple, or  as  we  claim  to  have,  and  treat  you  ac- 
cordingly. We  mean  to  marry  your  girls  when 
we  have  a  chance — the  white  ones,  I  mean,  and 
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I  have  the  honor  to  inform  you  that  I  once  did 
have  a  chance  in  that  way. 

I  have  told  you  what  we  mean  to  do.  I  want 
to  know,  now,  when  that  thing  takes  place,  what 
do  you  mean  to  do?  I  often  hear  it  intimated 
that  you  mean  to  divide  the  Union  whenever  a 
Republican  or  anything  like  it  is  elected  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  [A  voice:  "That  is 
so."]  "That  is  so,"  one  of  them  says;  I  won- 
der if  he  is  a  Kentuckian?  [A  voice:  "He  is  a 
Douglas  man."]  Well,  then,  I  want  to  know 
what  you  are  going  to  do  with  your  half  of  it? 
Are  you  going  to  split  the  Ohio  down  through, 
and  push  your  half  off  a  piece?  Or  are  you 
going  to  keep  it  right  alongside  of  us  outrageous 
fellows?  Or  are  you  going  to  build  up  a  wall 
some  way  between  your  country  and  ours,  by 
which  that  movable  property  of  yours  can't 
come  over  here  any  more,  to  the  danger  of 
your  losing  it?  Do  you  think  you  can  better 
yourselves  on  that  subject  by  leaving  us  here 
under  no  obligation  whatever  to  return  those 
specimens  of  your  movable  property  that  come 
hither?  You  have  divided  the  Union  because 
we  would  not  do  right  with  you,  as  you  think, 
upon  that  subject;  when  we  cease  to  be  under 
obligations  to  do  anything  for  you,  how  much 
better  off  do  you  think  you  will  be?  Will 
you  make  war  upon  us  and  kill  us  all?    Why, 
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gentlemen,  I  think  you  are  as  gallant  and  as 
brave  men  as  live;  that  you  can  fight  as  bravely 
in  a  good  cause,  man  for  man,  as  any  other  peo- 
ple living;  that  you  have  show^n  yourselves  ca- 
pable of  this  upon  various  occasions;  but  man 
for  man,  you  are  not  better  than  we  are,  and 
there  are  not  so  many  of  you  as  there  are  of  us. 
You  will  never  make  much  of  a  hand  at  whip- 
ping us.  If  we  were  fewer  in  numbers  than 
you,  I  think  that  you  could  whip  us;  if  we  were 
equal  it  would  likely  be  a  drawn  battle;  but  be- 
ing inferior  in  numbers,  you  will  make  nothing 
by  attempting  to  master  us. 

But  perhaps  I  have  addressed  myself  as  long, 
or  longer,  to  the  Kentuckians  than  I  ought  to 
have  done,  inasmuch  as  I  have  said  that  what- 
ever course  you  take,  we  intend  in  the  end  to 
beat  you.  I  propose  to  address  a  few  remarks 
to  our  friends,  by  way  of  discussing  with  them 
the  best  means  of  keeping  that  promise  that  I 
have  in  good  faith  made. 

It  may  appear  a  little  episodical  for  me  to 
mention  the  topic  of  which  I  shall  speak  now. 
It  is  a  favorite  proposition  of  Douglas's  that 
the  interference  of  the  General  Government, 
through  the  ordinance  of  '87,  or  through  any 
other  act  of  the  General  Government,  never  has 
made,  nor  ever  can  make,  a  free  State;  that  the 
ordinance  of  '87  did  not  make  free  States  of 
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Ohio,  Indiana,  or  Illinois;  that  these  States  are 
free  upon  his  "great  principle"  of  popular  sov- 
ereignty, because  the  people  of  those  several 
States  have  chosen  to  make  them  so.  At  Co- 
lumbus, and  probably  here,  he  undertook  to 
compliment  the  people  that  they  themselves  had 
made  the  State  of  Ohio  free,  and  that  the  ordi- 
nance of  '87  was  not  entitled  in  any  degree  to 
divide  the  honor  with  him.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  people  of  the  State  of  Ohio  did  make 
her  free  according  to  their  own  will  and  judg- 
ment; but  let  the  facts  be  remembered. 

In  1802,  I  believe,  it  was  you  who  made  your 
first  constitution,  with  the  clause  prohibiting 
slavery,  and  you  did  it,  I  suppose,  very  nearly 
unanimously;  but  you  should  bear  in  mind  that 
you — speaking  of  you  as  one  people — that  you 
did  so  unembarrassed  by  the  actual  presence  of 
the  institution  amongst  you;  that  you  made  it  a 
free  State,  not  with  the  embarrassment  upon  you 
of  already  having  among  you  many  slaves, 
which,  if  they  had  been  here,  and  you  had  sought 
to  make  a  free  State,  you  would  not  know  what 
to  do  with.  If  they  had  been  among  you,  em- 
barrassing difficulties,  most  probably,  would 
have  induced  you  to  tolerate  a  slave  Constitu- 
tion instead  of  a  free  one;  as,  indeed,  these  very 
difficulties  have  constrained  every  people  on  this 
continent  who  have  adopted  slavery. 
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Pray,  what  was  it  that  made  you  free?  What 
kept  you  free?  Did  you  not  find  your  country 
free  when  you  came  to  decide  that  Ohio  should 
be  a  free  State?  It  is  important  to  inquire  by 
what  reason  you  found  it  so.  Let  us  take  an  il- 
lustration between  the  States  of  Ohio  and  Ken- 
tucky. Kentucky  is  separated  by  this  river 
Ohio,  not  a  mile  wide.  A  portion  of  Kentucky 
by  reason  of  the  course  of  the  Ohio,  is  further 
north  than  this  portion  of  Ohio  in  which  we  now 
stand.  Kentucky  is  entirely  covered  with  sla- 
very— Ohio  is  entirely  free  from  it.  What  made 
that  difference?  Was  it  climate?  No!  A  por- 
tion of  Kentucky  was  further  north  than  this 
portion  of  Ohio.  Wag  it  soil?  No!  There  is 
nothing  in  the  soil  of  the  one  more  favorable 
to  slave-labor  than  the  other.  It  was  not  cli- 
mate or  soil  that  caused  one  side  of  the  line  to 
be  entirely  covered  with  slavery  and  the  other 
side  free  of  it.  What  was  it?  Study  over  it. 
Tell  us,  if  you  can,  in  all  the  range  of  conjec- 
ture, if  there  be  anything  you  can  conceive  of 
that  made  that  difference,  other  than  that  there 
was  no  law  of  any  sort  keeping  it  out  of  Ken- 
tucky, while  the  ordinance  of  '87  kept  it  out  of 
Ohio.  If  there  is  any  other  reason  than  this,  I 
confess  that  it  is  wholly  beyond  my  power  to 
conceive  of  it.     This,  then,  I  offer  to  combat 
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the  idea  that  that  ordinance  has  never  made  any 
State  free. 

I  don't  stop  at  this  illustration.  I  come  to 
the  State  of  Indiana;  and  what  I  have  said  as 
between  Kentucky  and  Ohio,  I  repeat  as  between 
Indiana  and  Kentucky;  it  is  equally  applicable. 
One  additional  argument  is  applicable  also  to 
Indiana.  In  her  territorial  condition  she  more 
than  once  petitioned  Congress  to  abrogate  the 
ordinance  entirely,  or  at  least  so  far  as  to  suspend 
its  operation  for  a  time,  in  order  that  they  should 
exercise  the  "popular  sovereignty"  of  having 
slaves  if  they  wanted  them.  The  men  then  con- 
trolling the  General  Government,  imitating  the 
men  of  the  Revolution,  refused  Indiana  that 
privilege.  And  so  we  have  the  evidence  that 
Indiana  supposed  she  could  have  slaves,  if  it 
were  not  for  that  ordinance;  that  she  besought 
Congress  to  put  that  barrier  out  of  the  way;  that 
Congress  refused  to  do  so,  and  it  all  ended  at 
last  in  Indiana  being  a  free  State.  Tell  me  not 
then  that  the  ordinance  of  '87  had  nothing  to  do 
with  making  Indiana  a  free  State,  when  we  find 
some  men  chafing  against  and  only  restrained 
by  that  barrier. 

Come  down  again  to  our  State  of  Illinois. 
The  great  Northwest  Territory,  including  Ohio, 
Indiana,  Illinois,  Michigan,  and  Wisconsin, 
was  acquired  first,  I  believe,  by  the  British  gov- 
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ernment,  in  part,  at  least,  from  the  French.  Be- 
fore the  establishment  of  our  independence,  it 
became  a  part  of  Virginia,  enabling  Virginia 
afterward  to  transfer  it  to  the^  General  Gov- 
ernment. There  were  French  settlements  in 
what  is  now  Illinois,  and  at  the  same  time  there 
were  French  settlements  in  what  is  now  Mis- 
souii — in  the  tract  of  country  that  was  not  pur- 
chased till  about  1803.  ^^  these  French  settle- 
ments negro  slavery  had  existed  for  many  years 
— perhaps  more  than  a  hundred,  if  not  as  much 
as  two  hundred,  years — at  Kaskaskia,  in  Illinois, 
and  at  St.  Genevieve,  or  Cape  Girardeau,  per- 
haps, in  Missouri.  The  number  of  slaves  was 
not  very  great,  but  there  was  about  the  same 
number  in  each  place.  They  were  there  when 
we  acquired  the  Territory.  There  was  no  ef- 
fort made  to  break  up  the  relation  of  master 
and  slave,  and  even  the  ordinance  of  '87  was 
not  so  enforced  as  to  destroy  that  slavery  in  Il- 
linois; nor  did  the  ordinance  apply  to  Missouri 
at  all. 

What  I  want  to  ask  your  attention  to,  at  this 
point,  is  that  Illinois  and  Missouri  came  into  the 
Union  about  the  same  time,  Illinois  in  the  lat- 
ter part  of  1 81 8,  and  Missouri,  after  a  struggle, 
I  believe,  some  time  in  1820.  They  had  been 
filling  up  with  American  people  about  the  same 
period  of  time,  their  progress  enabling  them  to 
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come  into  the  Union  about  the  same.  At  the 
end  of  that  ten  years,  in  which  they  had  been  so 
preparing  (for  it  was  about  that  period  of 
time),  the  number  of  slaves  in  Illinois  had  ac- 
tually decreased;  while  in  Missouri,  beginning 
with  very  few,  at  the  end  of  that  ten  years  there 
were  about  ten  thousand.  This  being  so,  and  it 
being  remembered  that  Missouri  and  Illinois 
are,  to  a  certain  extent,  in  the  same  parallel  of 
latitude,— that  the  northern  half  of  Missouri 
and  the  southern  half  of  Illinois  are  in  the  same 
parallel  of  latitude, — so  that  climate  would 
have  the  same  effect  upon  one  as  upon  the  other; 
and  that  in  the  soil  there  is  no  material  differ- 
ence so  far  as  bears  upon  the  question  of  slavery 
being  settled  upon  one  or  the  other;  there  being 
none  of  those  natural  causes  to  produce  a  differ- 
ence in  filling  them,  and  yet  there  being  a  broad 
difference  in  their  filling  up,  we  are  led  again 
to  inquire  what  was  the  cause  of  that  difference. 

It  is  most  natural  to  say  that  in  Missouri 
there  was  no  law  to  keep  that  country  from  fill- 
ing up  with  slaves,  while  in  Illinois  there  was 
the  ordinance  of  '87.  The  ordinance  being 
there,  slavery  decreased  during  that  ten  years — 
the  ordinance  not  being  in  the  other,  it  increased 
from  a  few  to  ten  thousand.  Can  anybody  doubt 
the  reason  of  the  difference? 

I  think  all  these  facts  most  abundantly  prove 
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that  my  friend  Judge  Douglas's  proposition,  that 
the  ordinance  of  '87,  or  the  national  restriction 
of  slavery,  never  had  a  tendency  to  make  a  free 
State,  is  a  fallacy — a  proposition  without  the 
shadow  or  substance  of  truth  about  it. 

Douglas  sometimes  says  that  all  the  States 
(and  it  is  part  of  that  same  proposition  I  have 
been  discussing)  that  have  become  free,  have 
become  so  upon  his  "great  principle";  that  the 
State  of  Illinois  itself  came  into  the  Union  as  a 
slave  State,  and  that  the  people,  upon  the  "great 
principle"  of  popular  sovereignty,  have  since 
made  it  a  free  State.  Allow  me  but  a  little 
while  to  state  to  you  what  facts  there  are  to  jus- 
tify him  in  saying  that  Illinois  came  into  the 
Union  as  a  slave  State. 

I  have  mentioned  to  you  that  there  were  a 
few  old  French  slaves  there.  They  numbered, 
I  think,  one  or  two  hundred.  Besides  that, 
there  had  been  a  territorial  law  for  indenturing 
black  persons.  Under  that  law,  in  violation  of 
the  ordinance  of  '87,  but  without  any  enforce- 
ment of  the  ordinance  to  overthrow  the  system, 
there  had  been  a  small  number  of  slaves  intro- 
duced as  indentured  persons.  Owing  to  this, 
the  clause  for  the  prohibition  of  slavery  was 
slightly  modified.  Instead  of  running  like 
yours,  that  neither  slavery  nor  involuntary  servi- 
tude, except  for  crime,  of  which  the  party  shall 
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have  been  duly  convicted,  should  exist  in  the 
State,  they  said  that  neither  slavery  nor  invol- 
untary servitude  should  thereafter  be  intro- 
duced, and  that  the  children  of  indentured  serv- 
ants should  be  born  free;  and  nothing  was  said 
about  the  few  old  French  slaves.  Out  of  this 
fact,  that  the  clause  for  prohibiting  slavery  was 
modified  because  of  the  actual  presence  of  it, 
Douglas  asserts  again  and  again  that  Illinois 
came  into  the  Union  as  a  slave  State.  How  far 
the  facts  sustain  the  conclusion  that  he  draws, 
it  is  for  intelligent  and  impartial  men  to  de- 
cide. I  leave  it  with  you,  with  these  remarks, 
worthy  of  being  remembered,  that  that  little 
thing,  those  few  indentured  servants  being  there, 
was  of  itself  sufficient  to  modify  a  constitution 
made  by  a  people  ardently  desiring  to  have  a 
free  constitution;  showing  the  power  of  the  ac- 
tual presence  of  the  institution  of  slavery  to  pre- 
vent any  people,  however  anxious  to  make  a 
free  State  from  making  it  perfectly  so.  I  have 
been  detaining  you  longer  perhaps  than  I  ought 
to  do. 

I  am  in  some  doubt  whether  to  introduce 
another  topic  upon  which  I  could  talk  awhile. 
[Cries  of  "Go  on,"  and  "Give  us  it."]  It  is 
this  then — Douglas's  popular  sovereignty,  as  a 
principle,  is  simply  this:  If  one  man  chooses 
to  make  a  slave  of  another  man,  neither  that  man 
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nor  anybody  else  has  a  right  to  object.  Apply 
it  to  government,  as  he  seeks  to  apply  it,  and  it 
is  this:  If,  in  a  new  Territory,  into  which  a  few 
people  are  beginning  to  enter  for  the  purpose 
of  making  their  homes,  they  choose  to  either 
exclude  slavery  from  their  limits,  or  to  establish 
it  there,  however  one  or  the  other  may  aflfect 
the  persons  to  be  enslaved,  or  the  infinitely 
greater  number  of  persons  who  are  afterward  to 
inhabit  that  Territory,  or  the  other  members  of 
the  family  of  communities,  of  which  they  are 
but  an  incipient  member,  or  the  general  head 
of  the  family  of  States  as  parent  of  all — however 
their  action  may  afifect  one  or  the  other  of  these, 
there  is  no  power  or  right  to  interfere.  That  is 
Douglas's  popular  sovereignty  applied.  Now 
I  think  that  there  is  a  real  popular  sovereignty 
in  the  world.  I  think  a  definition  of  popular 
sovereignty,  in  the  abstract,  would  be  about  this 
— that  each  man  shall  do  precisely  as  he  pleases 
with  himself,  and  with  all  those  things  which 
exclusively  concern  him.  Applied  in  govern- 
ment, this  principle  would  be,  that  a  general 
government  shall  do  all  those  things  which  per- 
tain to  it,  and  all  the  local  governments  shall  do 
precisely  as  they  please  in  respect  to  those  mat- 
ters which  exclusively  concern  them. 

Douglas  looks  upon  slavery  as  so  insignificant 
that  the  people  must  decide  that  question  for 
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themselves,  and  yet  they  are  not  fit  to  decide  who 
shall  be  their  governor,  judge,  or  secretary,  or 
who  shall  be  any  of  their  officers.  These  are 
vast  national  matters,  in  his  estimation;  but  the 
little  matter  in  his  estimation  is  that  of  planting 
slavery  there.  That.is  purely  of  local  interest, 
which  nobody  should  be  allowed  to  say  a  word 
about. 

Labor  is  the  great  source  from  which  nearly 
all,  if  not  all,  human  comforts  and  necessities 
are  drawn.  There  is  a  difference  in  opinion 
about  the  elements  of  labor  in  society.  Some 
men  assume  that  there  is  a  necessary  connection 
between  capital  and  labor,  and  that  connection 
draws  within  it  the  whole  of  the  labor  of  the 
community.  They  assume  that  nobody  works 
unless  capital  excites  them  to  work.  They  be- 
gin next  to  consider  what  is  the  best  way.  They 
say  there  are  but  two  ways — one  is  to  hire  men 
and  to  allure  them  to  labor  by  their  consent;  the 
other  is  to  buy  the  men  and  drive  them  to  it,  and 
that  is  slavery.  Having  assumed  that,  they  pro- 
ceed to  discuss  the  question  of  whether  the  labor- 
ers themselves  are  better  off  in  the  condition  of 
slaves  or  of  hired  laborers,  and  they  usually  de- 
cide that  they  are  better  ofif  in  the  condition  of 
slaves. 

In  the  first  place,  I  say  thaj:  the  whole  thing 
is  a  mistake.     That  there  is  a  certain  relation 
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between  capital  and  labor,  I  admit.  That  it 
does  exist,  and  rightfully  exists,  I  think  is  true. 
That  men  who  are  industrious  and  sober  and 
honest  in  the  pursuit  of  their  own  interests 
should  after  a  while  accumulate  capital,  and 
after  that  should  be  allowed  to  enjoy  it  in  peace, 
and  also  if  they  should  choose,  when  they  have 
accumulated  it,  to  use  it  to  save  themselves  from 
actual  labor,  and  hire  other  people  to  labor  for 
them,  is  right.  In  doing  so,  they  do  not  wrong 
the  man  they  employ,  for  they  find  men  who 
have  not  their  own  land  to  work  upon,  or  shops 
to  work  in,  and  who  are  benefited  by  working 
for  others — hired  laborers,  receiving  their  cap- 
ital for  it.  Thus  a  few  men  that  own  capital 
hire  a  few  others,  and  these  establish  the  rela- 
tion of  capital  and  labor  rightfully — a  relation 
of  which  I  make  no  complaint.  But  I  insist 
that  that  relation,  after  all,  does  not  embrace 
more  than  one  eighth  of  the  labor  of  the  country. 

[The  speaker  proceeded  to  argue  that  the 
hired  laborer,  with  his  ability  to  become  an  em- 
ployer, must  have  every  precedence  over  him 
who  labors  under  the  inducement  of  force.  He 
continued:] 

I  have  taken  upon  myself,  in  the  name  of  some 
of  you,  to  say  that  we  expect  upon  these  princi- 
ples to  ultimately  beat  them.  In  order  to  do  so, 
I  think  we  want  and  must  have  a  national  policy 
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in  regard  to  the  institution  of  slavery  that  ac- 
knowledges and  deals  with  that  institution  as 
being  wrong.  Whoever  desires  the  prevention 
of  the  spread  of  slavery  and  the  nationalization 
of  that  institution,  yields  all  when  he  yields  to 
any  policy  that  either  recognizes  slavery  as  be- 
ing right,  or  as  being  an  indifferent  thing. 
Nothing  will  make  you  successful  but  setting 
up  a  policy  which  shall  treat  the  thing  as  being 
wrong.  When  I  say  this,  I  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  this  General  Government  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  redressing  or  preventing  all  the 
wrongs  in  the  world;  but  I  do  think  that  it  is 
charged  with  preventing  and  redressing  all 
wrongs  which  are  wrongs  to  itself.  This  govern- 
ment is  expressly  charged  with  the  duty  of  pro- 
viding for  the  general  welfare.  We  believe  that 
the  spreading  out  and  perpetuity  of  the  institu- 
tion of  slavery  impairs  the  general  welfare.  We 
believe — nay,  we  know — that  that  is  the  only 
thing  that  has  ever  threatened  the  perpetuity 
of  the  Union  itself.  The  only  thing  which  has 
ever  menaced  the  destruction  of  the  government 
under  which  we  live,  is  this  very  thing.  To  re- 
press this  thing,  we  think,  is  providing  for  the 
general  welfare.  Our  friends  in  Kentucky  dif- 
fer from  us.  We  need  not  make  our  argument 
for  them ;  but  we  who  think  it  is  wrong  in  all  its 
relations,  or  in  some  of  them  at  least,  must  de- 
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cide  as  to  our  own  actions,  and  our  own  course, 
upon  our  own  judgment. 

I  say  that  we  must  not  interfere  with  the  insti- 
tution of  slavery  in  the  States  where  it  exists, 
because  the  Constitution  forbids  it,  and  the  gen- 
eral welfare  does  not  require  us  to  do  so.  We 
must  not  withhold  an  efficient  fugitive-slave 
law,  because  the  Constitution  requires  us,  as  I 
understand  it,  not  to  withhold  such  a  law.  But 
we  must  prevent  the  outspreading  of  the  insti- 
tution, because  neither  the  Constitution  nor  gen- 
eral welfare  requires  us  to  extend  it.  We  must 
prevent  the  revival  of  the  African  slave-trade, 
and  the  enacting  by  Congress  of  a  territorial 
slave-code.  We  must  prevent  each  of  these 
things  being  done  by  either  congresses  or  courts. 
The  people  of  these  United  States  are  the  right- 
ful masters  of  both  congresses  and  courts,  not  to 
overthrow  the  Constitution,  but  to  overthrow  the 
men  who  pervert  the  Constitution. 

To  do  these  things  we  must  employ  instru- 
mentalities. We  must  hold  conventions;  we 
must  adopt  platforms,  if  we  conform  to  ordi- 
nary custom;  we  must  nominate  candidates;  and 
we  must  carry  elections.  In  all  these  things,  I 
think  that  we  ought  to  keep  in  view  our  real 
purpose,  and  in  none  do  anything  that  stands 
adverse  to  our  purpose.  If  we  shall  adopt  a 
platform  that  fails  to  recognize  or  express  our 
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purpose,  or  elect  a  man  that  declares  himself 
inimical  to  our  purpose,  we  not  only  take  noth- 
ing by  our  success,  but  we  tacitly  admit  that  we 
act  upon  no  other  principle  than  a  desire  to  have 
"the  loaves  and  fishes,"  by  which,  in  the  end, 
our  apparent  success  is  really  an  injury  to  us. 
I  know  that  it  is  very  desirable  with  me,  as 
with  everybody  else,  that  all  the  elements  of  the 
Opposition  shall  unite  in  the  next  presidential 
election,  and  in  all  future  time.  I  am  anxious 
that  that  should  be,  but  there  are  things  seriously 
to  be  considered  in  relation  to  that  matter.  If 
the  terms  can  be  arranged,  I  am  in  favor  of  the 
union.  But  suppose  we  shall  take  up  some  man, 
and  put  him  upon  one  end  or  the  other  of  the 
ticket,  who  declares  himself  against  us  in  re- 
gard to  the  prevention  of  the  spread  of  slavery, 
who  turns  up  his  nose  and  says  he  is  tired  of 
hearing  anything  more  about  it,  who  is  more 
against  us  than  against  the  enemy — what  will 
be  the  issue?  Why,  he  will  get  no  slave  States 
after  all — he  has  tried  that  already  until  being 
beat  is  the  rule  for  him.  If  we  nominate  him 
upon  that  ground,  he  will  not  carry  a  slave 
State,  and  not  only  so,  but  that  portion  of  our 
men  who  are  high  strung  upon  the  principle  we 
really  fight  for  will  not  go  for  him,  and  he  won't 
get  a  single  electoral  vote  anywhere,  except,  per- 
haps, in  the  State  of  Maryland.     There  is  no  use 


234  Abraham   Lincoln        [Sept.  17 

in  saying  to  us  that  we  are  stubborn  and  obsti- 
nate because  we  won't  do  some  such  thing  as  this. 
We  cannot  do  it.  We  cannot  get  our  men  to 
vote  it.  I  speak  by  the  card,  that  we  cannot  give 
the  State  of  Illinois  in  such  case  by  fifty  thou- 
sand. We  would  be  flatter  down  than  the  "Ne- 
gro Democracy"  themselves  have  the  heart  to 
wish  to  see  us. 

After  saying  this  much,  let  me  say  a  little  on 
the  other  side.  There  are  plenty  of  men  in  the 
slave  States  that  are  altogether  good  enough  for 
me  to  be  either  President  or  Vice-President,  pro- 
vided they  will  profess  their  sympathy  with  our 
purpose,  and  will  place  themselves  on  such 
ground  that  our  men,  upon  principle,  can  vote 
for  them.  There  are  scores  of  them — good  men 
in  their  character  for  intelligence,  and  talent, 
and  integrity.  If  such  an  one  will  place  him- 
self upon  the  right  ground,  I  am  for  his  occupy- 
ing one  place  upon  the  next  Republican  or  Op- 
position ticket.  I  will  heartily  go  for  him. 
But  unless  he  does  so  place  himself,  I  think  it  is 
a  matter  of  perfect  nonsense  to  attempt  to  bring 
about  a  union  upon  any  other  basis;  that  if  a 
union  be  made,  the  elements  will  scatter  so  that 
there  can  be  no  success  for  such  a  ticket,  nor 
anything  like  success.  The  good  old  maxims 
of  the  Bible  are  applicable,  and  truly  appli- 
cable, to  human  affairs,  and  in  this,  as  in  other 
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things,  we  may  say  here  that  he  who  is  not  for 
us  is  against  us;  he  who  gathereth  not  with  us 
scattereth.  I  should  be  glad  to  have  some  of  the 
many  good,  and  able,  and  noble  men  of  the 
South  to  place  themselves  where  we  can  confer 
upon  them  the  high  honor  of  an  election  upon 
one  or  the  other  end  of  our  ticket.  It  would  do 
my  soul  good  to  do  that  thing.  It  would  enable 
us  to  teach  them  that,  inasmuch  as  we  select  one 
of  their  own  number  to  carry  out  our  principles, 
we  are  free  from  the  charge  that  we  mean  more 
than  we  say. 

But,  my  friends,  I  have  detained  you  much 
longer  than  I  expected  to  do.  I  believe  I  may 
allow  myself  the  compliment  to  say  that  you 
have  stayed  and  heard  me  with  great  patience, 
for  which  I  return  you  my  most  sincere  thanks. 
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Annual  Address  Before  the  Wisconsin 
State  Agricultural  Society,  at  Milwau- 
kee, Wisconsin,  September  30,  1859 

MEMBERS  of  the  Agricultural  Society 
and  Citizens  of  Wisconsin:  Agri- 
cultural fairs  are  becoming  an  insti- 
tution of  the  country.  They  are  useful  in  more 
ways  than  one.  They  bring  us  together,  and 
thereby  make  us  better  acquainted  and  better 
friends  than  we  otherwise  would  be.  From 
the  first  appearance  of  man  upon  the  earth  down 
to  very  recent  times,  the  words  "stranger"  and 
"enemy"  were  quite  or  almost  synonymous. 
Long  after  civilized  nations  had  defined  rob- 
bery and  murder  as  high  crimes,  and  had  af- 
fixed severe  punishments  to  them,  when  prac- 
tised among  and  upon  their  own  people  re- 
spectively, it  was  deemed  no  offense,  but  even 
meritorious,  to  rob  and  murder  and  enslave 
strangers,  whether  as  nations  or  as  individuals. 
Even  yet,  this  has  not  totally  disappeared. 
The  man  of  the  highest  moral  cultivation,  in 
spite  of  all  which  abstract  principle  can  do, 
likes  him  whom  he  does  know  much  better 
than  him  whom  he  does  not  know.    To  correct 
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evils,  great  and  small,  which  spring  from  want 
of  sympathy,  and  from  positive  enmity  among 
strangers,  as  nations  or  as  individuals,  is  one  of 
the  highest  functions  of  civilization.  To  this 
end  our  agricultural  fairs  contribute  in  no  small 
degree.  They  render  more  pleasant,  and  more 
strong  and  more  durable,  the  bond  of  social  and 
political  union  among  us.  Again,  if,  as  Pope 
declares,  ''happiness  is  our  being's  end  and 
aim,"  our  fairs  contribute  much  to  that  end 
and  aim,  as  occasions  of  recreation,  as  holidays. 
Constituted  as  man  is,  he  has  positive  need  of 
occasional  recreation,  and  whatever  can  give 
him  this  associated  with  virtue  and  advantage, 
and  free  from  vice  and  disadvantage,  is  a  posi- 
tive good.  Such  recreation  our  fairs  afford. 
They  are  a  present  pleasure,  to  be  followed  by 
no  pain  as  a  consequence;  they  are  a  present 
pleasure,  making  the  future  more  pleasant. 

But  the  chief  use  of  agricultural  fairs  is  to 
aid  in  improving  the  great  calling  of  agricul- 
ture in  all  its  departments  and  minute  divisions ; 
to  make  mutual  exchange  of  agricultural  dis- 
covery, information,  and  knowledge;  so  that^ 
at  the  end,  all  may  know  everything  which  may 
have  been  known  to  but  one  or  to  but  few,  at  the 
beginning;  to  bring  together  especially  all 
which  is  supposed  to  be  not  generally  known 
because  of  recent  discovery  or  invention. 
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And  not  only  to  bring  together  and  to  impart 
all  which  has  been  accidentally  discovered  and 
invented  upon  ordinary  motive,  but  by  exciting 
emulation  for  premiums,  and  for  the  pride  and 
honor  of  success, — of  triumph,  in  some  sort, — 
to  stimulate  that  discovery  and  invention  into  ex- 
traordinary activity.  In  this  these  fairs  are  kin- 
dred to  the  patent  clause  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  and  to  the  department  and 
practical  system  based  upon  that  clause. 

One  feature,  I  believe,  of  every  fair  is  a  regu- 
lar address.  The  Agricultural  Society  of  the 
young,  prosperous,  and  soon  to  be  great  State  of 
Wisconsin  has  done  me  the  high  honor  of  select- 
ing me  to  make  that  address  upon  this  occasion 
— an  honor  for  which  I  make  my  profound  and 
grateful  acknowledgment. 

I  presume  I  am  not  expected  to  employ  the 
time  assigned  me  in  the  mere  flattery  of  the 
farmers  as  a  class.  My  opinion  of  them  is  that, 
in  proportion  to  numbers,  they  are  neither  bet- 
ter nor  worse  than  other  people.  In  the  nature 
of  things  they  are  more  numerous  than  any  other 
class;  and  I  believe  there  really  are  more  at- 
tempts at  flattering  them  than  any  other,  the 
reason  for  which  I  cannot  perceive,  unless  it  be 
that  they  can  cast  more  votes  than  any  other.  On 
reflection,  I  am  not  quite  sure  that  there  is  not 
cause  of  suspicion  against  you  in  selecting  me,  in 
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some  sort  a  politician  and  in  no  sort  a  farmer, 
to  address  you. 

But  farmers  being  the  most  numerous  class, 
it  follows  that  their  interest  is  the  largest  inter- 
est. It  also  follows  that  that  interest  is  most 
worthy  of  all  to  be  cherished  and  cultivated  — 
that  if  there  be  inevitable  conflict  between  that 
interest  and  any  other,  that  other  should  yield. 

Again,  I  suppose  it  is  not  expected  of  me  to 
impart  to  you  much  specific  information  on  ag- 
riculture. You  have  no  reason  to  believe,  and 
do  not  believe,  that  I  possess  it;  if  that  were 
what  you  seek  in  this  address,  any  one  of  your 
own  number  or  class  would  be  more  able  to  fur- 
nish it.  You,  perhaps,  do  expect  me  to  give 
some  general  interest  to  the  occasion,  and  to 
make  some  general  suggestions  on  practical  mat- 
ters. I  shall  attempt  nothing  more.  And  in 
such  suggestions  by  me,  quite  likely  very  little 
will  be  new  to  you,  and  a  large  part  of  the  rest 
will  be  possibly  already  known  to  be  erroneous. 

My  first  suggestion  is  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
effect  of  greater  thoroughness  in  all  the  depart- 
ments of  agriculture  than  now  prevails  in  the 
Northwest — perhaps  I  might  say  in  America. 
To  speak  entirely  within  bounds,  it  is  known 
that  fifty  bushels  of  wheat,  or  one  hundred  bush- 
els of  Indian  corn,  can  be  produced  from 
an  acre.     Less  than  a  year  ago  I  saw  it  stated 


24<^  Abraham  Lincoln        [Sept.  30 

that  a  man,  by  extraordinary  care  and  labor, 
had  produced  of  wheat  what  was  equal  to  two 
hundred  bushels  from  an  acre.  But  take  fifty 
of  wheat,  and  one  hundred  of  corn,  to  be  the 
possibility,  and  compare  it  with  the  actual  crops 
of  the  country.  Many  years  ago  I  saw  it  stated, 
in  a  patent-office  report,  that  eighteen  bushels 
was  the  average  crop  throughout  the  United 
States;  and  this  year  an  intelligent  farmer  of 
Illinois  assures  me  that  he  did  not  believe  the 
land  harvested  in  that  State  this  season  had 
yielded  more  than  an  average  of  eight  bushels 
to  the  acre;  much  was  cut,  and  then  abandoned 
as  not  worth  threshing,  and  much  was  aban- 
doned as  not  worth  cutting.  As  to  Indian  corn, 
and  indeed,  most  other  crops,  the  case  has  not 
been  much  better.  For  the  last  four  years  I  do 
not  believe  the  ground  planted  with  corn  in  Illi- 
nois has  produced  an  average  of  twenty  bushels 
to  the  acre.  It  is  true  that  heretofore  we  have 
had  better  crops  with  no  better  cultivation,  but  I 
believe  it  is  also  true  that  the  soil  has  never  been 
pushed  up  to  one  half  of  its  capacity. 

What  would  be  the  effect  upon  the  farming 
interest  to  push  the  soil  up  to  something  near 
its  full  capacity?  Unquestionably  it  will  take 
more  labor  to  produce  fifty  bushels  from  an  acre 
than  it  will  to  produce  ten  bushels  from  the  same 
acre;  but  will  it  take  more  labor  to  produce  fifty 
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bushels  from  one  acre  than  from  five?  Unques- 
tionably thorough  cultivation  will  require  more 
labor  to  the  acre;  but  will  it  require  more  to  the 
bushel?  If  it  should  require  just  as  much  to  the 
bushel,  there  are  some  probable,  and  several  cer- 
tain, advantages  in  favor  of  the  thorough  prac- 
tice. It  is  probable  it  would  develop  those  un- 
known causes  which  of  late  years  have  cut  down 
our  crops  below  their  former  average.  It  is 
almost  certain,  I  think,  that  by  deeper  plowing, 
analysis  of  the  soils,  experiments  with  manures 
and  varieties  of  seeds,  observance  of  seasons,  and 
the  like,  these  causes  would  be  discovered  and 
remedied.  It  is  certain  that  thorough  cultiva- 
tion would  spare  half,  or  more  than  half,  the 
cost  of  land,  simply  because  the  same  product 
would  be  got  from  half,  or  from  less  than  half, 
the  quantity  of  land.  This  proposition  is  self- 
evident,  and  can  be  made  no  plainer  by  repeti- 
tions or  illustrations.  The  cost  of  land  is  a  great 
item,  even  in  new  countries,  and  it  constantly 
grows  greater  and  greater,  in  comparison  with 
other  items,  as  the  country  grows  older. 

It  also  would  spare  the  making  and  maintain- 
ing of  inclosures  for  the  same,  whether  these 
inclosures  should  be  hedges,  ditches,  or  fences. 
This  again  is  a  heavy  item  —  heavy  at  first,  and 
heavy  in  its  continual  demand  for  repairs.  I 
remember  once  being  greatly  astonished  by  an 
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apparently  authentic  exhibition  of  the  propor- 
tion the  cost  of  an  inclosure  bears  to  all  the  other 
expenses  of  the  farmer,  though  I  cannot  remem- 
ber exactly  what  that  proportion  was.  Any 
farmer,  if  he  will,  can  ascertain  it  in  his  own 
case  for  himself. 

Again,  a  great  amount  of  locomotion  is  spared 
by  thorough  cultivation.  Take  fifty  bushels  of 
wheat  ready  for  harvest,  standing  upon  a  single 
acre,  and  it  can  be  harvested  in  any  of  the  known 
ways  with  less  than  half  the  labor  which  would 
be  required  if  it  were  spread  over  five  acres. 
This  would  be  true  if  cut  by  the  old  hand-sickle ; 
true,  to  a  greater  extent,  if  by  the  scythe  and 
cradle;  and  to  a  still  greater  extent,  if  by  the 
machines  now  in  use.  These  machines  are 
chiefly  valuable  as  a  means  of  substituting  ani- 
mal-power for  the  power  of  men  in  this  branch 
of  farm-work.  In  the  highest  degree  of  perfec- 
tion yet  reached  in  applying  the  horse-power  to 
harvesting,  fully  nine-tenths  of  the  power  is 
expended  by  the  animal  in  carrying  himself  and 
dragging  the  machine  over  the  field,  leaving  cer- 
tainly not  more  than  one-tenth  to  be  applied 
directly  to  the  only  end  of  the  whole  operation 
—  the  gathering  in  of  the  grain,  and  clipping  of 
the  straw.  When  grain  is  very  thin  on  the 
ground,  it  is  always  more  or  less  intermingled 
with  weeds,  chess,  and  the  like,  and  a  large  part 
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of  the  power  is  expended  in  cutting  these.  It  is 
plain  that  when  the  crop  is  very  thick  upon  the 
ground,  a  larger  proportion  of  the  power  is  di- 
rectly applied  to  gathering  in  and  cutting  it;  and 
the  smaller  to  that  which  is  totally  useless  as  an 
end.  And  what  I  have  said  of  harvesting  is  true 
in  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  mowing,  plowing, 
gathering  in  of  crops  generally,  and  indeed  of 
almost  all  farm-work. 

The  effect  of  thorough  cultivation  upon  the 
farmer's  own  mind,  and  in  reaction  through  his 
mind  back  upon  his  business,  is  perhaps  quite 
equal  to  any  other  of  its  effects.  Every  man  is 
proud  of  what  he  does  well,  and  no  man  is  proud 
to  that  he  does  not  well.  With  the  former  his 
heart  is  in  his  work,  and  he  will  do  twice  as 
much  of  it  with  less  fatigue;  the  latter  he  per- 
forms a  little  imperfectly,  looks  at  it  in  disgust, 
turns  from  it,  and  imagines  himself  exceedingly 
tired — the  little  he  has  done  comes  to  nothing 
for  want  of  finishing. 

The  man  who  produces  a  good  full  crop  will 
scarcely  ever  let  any  part  of  it  go  to  waste;  he 
will  keep  up  the  inclosure  about  it,  and  allow 
neither  man  nor  beast  to  trespass  upon  it;  he 
will  gather  it  in  due  season,  and  store  it  in  per- 
fect security.  Thus  he  labors  with  satisfaction, 
and  saves  himself  the  whole  fruit  of  his  labor. 
The  other,  starting  with  no  purpose  for  a  full 


244  Abraham   Lincoln         [Sept.  30 

crop,  labors  less,  and  with  less  satisfaction, 
allows  his  fences  to  fall,  and  cattle  to  trespass, 
gathers  not  in  due  season,  or  not  at  all.  Thus  the 
labor  he  has  performed  is  wasted  away,  little 
by  little,  till  in  the  end  he  derives  scarcely  any- 
thing from  it. 

The  ambition  for  broad  acres  leads  to  poor 
farming,  even  with  men  of  energy.  I  scarcely 
ever  knew  a  mammoth  farm  to  sustain  itself, 
much  less  to  return  a  profit  upon  the  outlay.  I 
have  more  than  once  known  a  man  to  spend  a 
respectable  fortune  upon  one,  fail,  and  leave  it, 
and  then  some  man  of  modest  aim  get  a  small 
fraction  of  the  ground,  and  makes  a  good  living 
upon  it.  Mammoth  farms  are  like  tools  or 
weapons  which  are  too  heavy  to  be  handled;  ere 
long  they  are  thrown  aside  at  a  great  loss. 

The  successful  application  of  steam-power  to 
farm-work  is  a  desideratum — especially  a  steam- 
plow.  It  is  not  enough  that  a  machine  operated 
by  steam  will  really  plow.  To  be  successful,  it 
must,  all  things  considered,  plow  better  than  can 
be  done  with  animal-power.  It  must  do  all  the 
work  as  well,  and  cheaper;  or  more  rapidly,  so 
as  to  get  through  more  perfectly  in  season;  or  in 
some  way  afford  an  advantage  over  plowing 
with  animals,  else  it  is  no  success.  I  have  never 
seen  a  machine  intended  for  a  steam-plow. 
Much  praise  and  admiration  are  bestowed  upon 
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some  of  them,  and  they  may  be,  for  aught  I 
know,  already  successful;  but  I  have  not  per- 
ceived the  demonstration  of  it.  I  have  thought 
a  good  deal,  in  an  abstract  way,  about  a  steam- 
plow.  That  one  which  shall  be  so  contrived  as 
to  apply  the  larger  proportion  of  its  power  to 
the  cutting  and  turning  of  the  soil,  and  the  small- 
est, to  the  moving  itself  over  the  field,  will  be  the 
best  one.  A  very  small  stationary-engine  would 
draw  a  large  gang  of  plows  through  the  ground 
from  a  short  distance  to  itself;  but  when  it  is  not 
stationary,  but  has  to  move  along  like  a  horse, 
dragging  the  plows  after  it,  it  must  have  addi- 
tional power  to  carry  itself;  and  the  difficulty 
grows  by  what  is  intended  to  overcome  it;  for 
what  adds  power  also  adds  size  and  weight  to  the 
machine,  thus  increasing  again  the  demand  for 
power. 

Suppose  you  construct  the  machine  so  as  to 
cut  a  succession  of  short  furrows,  say  a  rod 
in  length,  transversely  to  the  course  the  machine 
is  locomoting,  something  like  the  shuttle  in 
weaving.  In  such  case  the  whole  machine 
would  move  north  only  the  width  of  a  furrow, 
while  in  length  the  furrow  would  be  a  rod  from 
east  to  west.  In  such  case  a  very  large  propor- 
tion of  the  power  would  be  applied  to  the  actual 
plowing.  But  in  this,  too,  there  would  be  diffi- 
culty, which  would  be  the  getting  of  the  plow 
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into  and  out  of  the  ground,  at  the  end  of  all  these 
short  furrows. 

I  believe,  however,  ingenious  men  will,  if  they 
have  not  already,  overcome  the  difficulty  I  have 
suggested.  But  there  is  still  another,  about 
which  I  am  less  sanguine.  It  is  the  supply  of 
fuel,  and  especially  water,  to  make  steam.  Such 
supply  is  clearly  practicable;  but  can  the  ex- 
pense of  it  be  borne?  Steamboats  live  upon  the 
water,  and  find  their  fuel  at  stated  places. 
Steam-mills  and  other  stationary  steam-machin- 
ery have  their  stationary  supplies  of  fuel  and 
water.  Railroad  locomotives  have  their  regular 
wood  and  water  stations.  But  the  steam  plow  is 
less  fortunate.  It  does  not  live  upon  the  water, 
and  if  it  be  once  at  a  water-station,  it  will  work 
away  from  it,  and  when  it  gets  away  cannot  re- 
turn without  leaving  its  work,  at  a  great  expense 
of  its  time  and  strength.  It  will  occur  that  a 
wagon-and-horse  team  might  be  employed  to 
supply  it  with  fuel  and  water;  but  this,  too,  is 
expensive;  and  the  question  recurs,  "Can  the 
expense  be  borne?"  When  this  is  added  to  all 
other  expenses,  will  not  plowing  cost  more  than 
in  the  old  way? 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  steam-plow  will 
be  finally  successful,  and  if  it  shall  be,  "thorough 
cultivation" — putting  the  soil  to  the  top  of  its 
capacity,   producing  the  largest  crop   possible 
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from  a  given  quantity  of  ground — will  be  most 
favorable  for  it.  Doing  a  large  amount  of  work 
upon  a  small  quantity  of  ground,  it  will  be  as 
nearly  as  possible  stationary  while  working,  and 
as  free  as  possible  from  locomotion,  thus  ex- 
pending its  strength  as  much  as  possible  upon 
its  work,  and  as  little  as  possible  in  traveling. 
Our  thanks,  and  something  more  substantial  than 
thanks,  are  due  to  every  man  engaged  in  the  ef- 
fort to  produce  a  successful  steam-plow.  Even 
the  unsuccessful  will  bring  something  to  light 
which,  in  the  hands  of  others,  will  contribute 
to  the  final  success.  I  have  not  pointed  out  dif- 
ficulties in  order  to  discourage,  but  in  order 
that,  being  seen,  they  may  be  the  more  readily 
overcome. 

The  world  is  agreed  that  labor  is  the  source 
from  which  human  wants  are  mainly  supplied. 
There  is  no  dispute  upon  this  point.  From  this 
point,  however,  men  immediately  diverge. 
Much  disputation  is  maintained  as  to  the  best 
way  of  applying  and  controlling  the  labor  ele- 
ment. By  some  it  is  assumed  that  labor  is  avail- 
able only  in  connection  with  capital — that  no- 
body labors,  unless  somebody  else  owning  capi- 
tal, somehow,  by  the  use  of  it,  induces  him  to 
do  it.  Having  assumed  this,  they  proceed  to 
consider  whether  it  is  best  that  capital  shall  hire 
laborers,  and  thus  induce  them  to  work  by  their 
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own  consent,  or  buy  them,  and  drive  them  to  it, 
without  their  consent.  Having  proceeded  so 
far,  they  naturally  conclude  that  all  laborers 
are  naturally  either  hired  laborers  or  slaves. 
They  further  assume  that  whoever  is  once  a 
hired  laborer,  is  fatally  fixed  in  that  condition 
for  life;  and  thence  again,  that  his  condition 
is  as  bad  as,  or  worse  than,  that  of  a  slave. 
This  is  the  "mud-sill"  theory.  But  another 
class  of  reasoners  hold  the  opinion  that  there 
is  no  such  relation  between  capital  and  labor 
as  assumed;  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a 
free  man  being  fatally  fixed  for  life  in  the  con- 
dition of  a  hired  laborer;  that  both  these  as- 
sumptions are  false,  and  all  inferences  from 
them  groundless.  They  hold  that  labor  is  prior 
to,  and  independent  of,  capital;  that,  in  fact, 
capital  is  the  fruit  of  labor,  and  could  never 
have  existed  if  labor  had  not  first  existed;  that 
labor  can  exist  without  capital,  but  that  capi- 
tal could  never  have  existed  without  labor. 
Hence  they  hold  that  labor  is  the  superior — 
greatly  the  superior — of  capital. 

They  do  not  deny  that  there  is,  and  probably 
always  will  be,  a  relation  between  labor  and 
capital.  The  error,  as  they  hold,  is  in  assum- 
ing that  the  whole  labor  of  the  world  exists 
within  that  relation.  A  few  men  own  capital; 
and  that  few  avoid  labor  themselves,  and  with 
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their  capital  hire  or  buy  another  few  to  labor 
for  them.  A  large  majority  belong  to  neither 
class — neither  work  for  others,  nor  have  others 
working  for  them.  Even  in  all  our  slave  States 
except  South  Carolina,  a  majority  of  the  whole 
people  of  all  colors  are  neither  slaves  nor  mas- 
ters. In  these  free  States,  a  large  majority  are 
neither  hirers  nor  hired.  Men,  with  their 
families — wives,  sons  and  daughters — work  for 
themselves,  on  their  farms,  in  their  houses,  and 
in  their  shops,  taking  the  whole  product  to 
themselves,  and  asking  no  favors  of  capital  on 
the  one  hand,  nor  of  hirelings  or  slaves  on  the 
other.  It  is  not  forgotten  that  a  considerable 
number  of  persons  mingle  their  own  labor  with 
capital — that  is,  labor  with  their  own  hands  and 
also  buy  slaves  or  hire  free  men  to  labor  for 
them;  but  this  is  only  a  mixed,  and  not  a  dis- 
tinct, class.  No  principle  stated  is  disturbed 
by  the  existence  of  this  mixed  class.  Again,  as 
has  already  been  said,  the  opponents  of  the 
"mud-sill"  theory  insist  that  there  is  not,  of  ne- 
cessity, any  such  thing  as  the  free  hired  laborer 
being  fixed  to  that  condition  for  life.  There 
is  demonstration  for  saying  this.  Many  inde- 
pendent men  in  this  assembly  doubtless  a  few 
years  ago  were  hired  laborers.  And  their  case 
is  almost,  if  not  quite,  the  general  rule. 

The  prudent,  penniless  beginner  in  the  world 
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labors  for  wages  awhile,  saves  a  surplus  with 
which  to  buy  tools  or  land  for  himself,  then  la- 
bors on  his  own  account  another  while,  and  at 
length  hires  another  new  beginner  to  help  him. 
This,  say  its  advocates,  is  free  labor — the  just, 
and  generous,  and  prosperous  system,  which 
opens  the  way  for  all,  gives  hope  to  all,  and 
energy,  and  progress,  and  improvement  of  con- 
dition to  all.  If  any  continue  through  life 
in  the  condition  of  the  hired  laborer,  it  is  not 
the  fault  of  the  system,  but  because  of  either  a 
dependent  nature  which  prefers  it,  or  improvi- 
dence, folly,  or  singular  misfortune.  I  have 
said  this  much  about  the  elements  of  labor  gen- 
erally, as  introductory  to  the  consideration  of 
a  new  phase  which  that  element  is  in  process  of 
assuming.  The  old  general  rule  was  that  edu- 
cated people  did  not  perform  manual  labor. 
They  managed  to  eat  their  bread,  leaving  the 
toil  of  producing  it  to  the  uneducated.  This 
was  not  an  insupportable  evil  to  the  working 
bees,  so  long  as  the  class  of  drones  remained 
very  small.  But  now,  especially  in  these  free 
States,  nearly  all  are  educated — quite  too  nearly 
all  to  leave  the  labor  of  the  uneducated  in  any 
wise  adequate  to  the  support  of  the  whole.  It 
follows  from  this  that  henceforth  educated  peo- 
ple must  labor.  Otherwise,  education  itself 
would  become  a  positive  and  intolerable  evil. 
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No  country  can  sustain  in  idleness  more  than 
a  small  percentage  of  its  numbers.  The  great 
majority  must  labor  at  something  productive. 
From  these  premises  the  problem  springs, 
"How  can  labor  and  education  be  the  most  sat- 
isfactorily combined?" 

By  the  "mud-sill"  theory  it  is  assumed  that 
labor  and  education  are  incompatible,  and  any 
practical  combination  of  them  impossible.  Ac- 
cording to  that  theory,  a  blind  horse  upon  a 
tread-mill  is  a  perfect  illustration  of  what  a 
laborer  should  be — all  the  better  for  being 
blind,  that  he  could  not  kick  understandingly. 
According  to  that  theory,  the  education  of  la- 
borers is  not  only  useless  but  pernicious  and 
dangerous.  In  fact,  it  is,  in  some  sort,  deemed 
a  misfortune  that  laborers  should  have  heads  at 
all.  Those  same  heads  are  regarded  as  explo- 
sive materials,  only  to  be  safely  kept  in  damp 
places,  as  far  as  possible  from  that  peculiar 
sort  of  fire  which  ignites  them.  A  Yankee  who 
could  invent  a  strong-handed  man  without  a 
head  would  receive  the  everlasting  gratitude  of 
the  "mud-sill"  advocates. 

But  free  labor  says,  "No."  Free  labor  argues 
that  as  the  Author  of  man  makes  every  individ- 
ual with  one  head  and  one  pairs  of  hands,  it 
was  probably  intended  that  heads  and  hands 
should  cooperate  as  friends,  and  that  that  par- 
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ticular  head  should  direct  and  control  that  pair 
of  hands.  As  each  man  has  one  mouth  to  be 
fed,  and  one  pair  of  hands  to  furnish  food,  it 
was  probably  intended  that  that  particular  pair 
of  hands  should  feed  that  particular  mouth — 
that  each  head  is  the  natural  guardian,  director, 
and  protector  of  the  hands  and  mouth  insepa- 
rably connected  with  it;  and  that  being  so,  every 
head  should  be  cultivated  and  improved  by 
whatever  will  add  to  its  capacity  for  perform- 
ing its  charge.  In  one  word,  free  labor  insists 
on  universal  education. 

I  have  so  far  stated  the  opposite  theories  of 
"mud-sill"  and  "free  labor,"  without  declaring 
any  preference  of  my  own  between  them.  On 
an  occasion  like  this,  I  ought  not  to  declare  any. 
I  suppose,  however,  I  shall  not  be  mistaken  in 
assuming  as  a  fact  that  the  people  of  Wiscon- 
sin prefer  free  labor,  with  its  natural  compan- 
ion, education. 

This  leads  to  the  further  reflection  that  no 
other  human  occupation  opens  so  wide  a  field 
for  the  profitable  and  agreeable  combination  of 
labor  with  cultivated  thought,  as  agriculture. 
I  know  nothing  so  pleasant  to  the  mind  as  the 
discovery  of  anything  that  is  at  once  new  and 
valuable — nothing  that  so  lightens  and  sweetens 
toil  as  the  hopeful  pursuit  of  such  discovery. 
And  how  vast  and  how  varied  a  field  is  agricul- 
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ture  for  such  discovery!  The  mind,  already 
trained  to  thought  in  the  country  school,  or 
higher  school,  cannot  fail  to  find  there  an  ex- 
haustless  source  of  enjoyment.  Every  blade  of 
grass  is  a  study;  and  to  produce  two  where  there 
was  but  one  is  both  a  profit  and  a  pleasure.  And 
not  grass  alone,  but  soils,  seeds,  and  seasons — 
hedges,  ditches,  and  fences — draining,  droughts, 
and  irrigation — plowing,  hoeing,  and  harrow- 
ing— reaping,  mowing,  and  threshing — saving 
crops,  pests  of  crops,  diseases  of  crops,  and  what 
will  prevent  or  cure  them — implements,  uten- 
sils, and  machines,  their  relative  merits,  and 
how  to  improve  them — hogs,  horses,  and  cattle 
— sheep,  goats,  and  poultry — trees,  shrubs, 
fruits,  plants,  and  flowers — the  thousand  things 
of  which  these  are  specimens — each  a  world 
of  study  within  itself. 

In  all  this,  book-learning  is  available.  A  ca- 
pacity and  taste  for  reading  gives  access  to  what- 
ever has  already  been  discovered  by  others.  It 
is  the  key,  or  one  of  the  keys,  to  the  already 
solved  problems.  And  not  only  so:  it  gives  a 
relish  and  facility  for  successfully  pursuing  the 
unsolved  ones.  The  rudiments  of  science  are 
available,  and  highly  available.  Some  knowl- 
edge of  botany  assists  in  dealing  with  the  vege- 
table world — with  all  growing  crops.  Chem- 
istry assists  in  the  analysis  of  soils,  selection  and 
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application  of  manures,  and  in  numerous  other 
ways.  The  mechanical  branches  of  natural 
philosophy  are  ready  help  in  almost  everything, 
but  especially  in  reference  to  implements  and 
machinery. 

The  thought  recurs  that  education — cultivat- 
ed thought — ^can  best  be  combined  with  agricul- 
tural labor,  or  any  labor,  on  the  principle  of 
thorough  work;  that  careless,  half  performed, 
slovenly  work  makes  no  place  for  such  combin- 
ation ;  and  thorough  work,  again,  renders  suf- 
ficient the  smallest  quantity  of  ground  to  each 
man;  and  this,  again,  conforms  to  what  must 
occur  in  a  world  less  inclined  to  wars  and  more 
devoted  to  the  arts  of  peace  than  heretofore. 
Population  must  increase  rapidly,  more  rapidly 
than  in  former  times,  and  ere  long  the  most 
valuable  of  all  arts  will  be  the  art  of  deriving 
a  comfortable  subsistence  from  the  smallest  area 
of  soil.  No  community  whose  every  member 
possesses  this  art,  can  ever  be  the  victim  of  op- 
pression in  any  of  its  forms.  Such  community 
will  be  alike  independent  of  crowned  kings, 
money  kings,  and  land  kings. 

But,  according  to  your  program,  the  award- 
ing of  premiums  awaits  the  closing  of  this  ad- 
dress. Considering  the  deep  interest  necessa- 
rily pertaining  to  that  performance,  it  would  be 
no  wonder  if  I  am  already  heard  with  some  im- 
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patience.  I  will  detain  you  but  a  moment 
longer.  Some  of  you  will  be  successful,  and 
such  will  need  but  little  philosophy  to  take 
them  home  in  cheerful  spirits;  others  will  be 
disappointed,  and  will  be  in  a  less  happy  mood. 
To  such  let  it  be  said,  "Lay  it  not  too  much  to 
heart."  Let  them  adopt  the  maxim,  "Better 
luck  next  time,"  and  then  by  renewed  exertion 
make  that  better  luck  for  themselves. 

And  by  the  successful  and  unsuccessful  let  it 
be  remembered  that  while  occasions  like  the 
present  bring  their  sober  and  durable  benefits, 
the  exultations  and  mortifications  of  them  are 
but  temporary;  that  the  victor  will  soon  be  van- 
quished if  he  relax  in  his  exertion;  and  that  the 
vanquished  this  year  may  be  victor  the  next,  in 
spite  of  all  competition. 

It  is  said  an  Eastern  monarch  once  charged 
his  wise  men  to  invent  him  a  sentence  to  be 
ever  in  view,  and  which  should  be  true  and  ap- 
propriate in  all  times  and  situations.  They 
presented  him  the  words,  "And  this,  too,  shall 
pass  away."  How  much  it  expresses!  How 
chastening  in  the  hour  of  pride!  How  consol- 
ing in  the  depths  of  affliction!  "And  this,  too, 
shall  pass  away."  And  yet,  let  us  hope,  it  is 
not  quite  true.  Let  us  hope,  rather,  that  by 
the  best  cultivation  of  the  physical  world  be- 
neath and  around  us,  and  the  best  intellectual 
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and  moral  world  within  us,  we  shall  secure  an 
individual,  social,  and  political  prosperity  and 
happiness,  whose  course  shall  be  onward  and 
upward,  and  which,  while  the  earth  endures, 
shall  not  pass  away. 

Letter  to  Dr.  Edward  Wallace 

Clinton,  October  11,  1859. 

My  dear  Sir:  I  am  here  just  now  attending 
court.  Yesterday,  before  I  left  Springfield, 
your  brother.  Dr.  William  S.  Wallace,  showed 
me  a  letter  of  yours,  in  which  you  kindly  men- 
tion my  name,  inquire  for  my  tariff  views,  and 
suggest  the  propriety  of  my  writing  a  letter  up- 
on the  subject.  I  was  an  old  Henry  Clay-Tar- 
ifif-Whig.  In  old  times  I  made  more  speeches 
on  that  subject  than  any  other. 

I  have  not  since  changed  my  views.  I  be- 
lieve yet,  if  we  could  have  a  moderate,  carefully 
adjusted  protective  tariff,  so  far  acquiesced  in 
as  not  to  be  a  perpetual  subject  of  political 
strife,  squabbles,  changes,  and  uncertainties,  it 
would  be  better  for  us.  Still  it  is  my  opinion 
that  just  now  the  revival  of  that  question  will 
not  advance  the  cause  itself,  or  the  man  who  re- 
vives it. 

I  have  not  thought  much  on  the  subject  re- 
cently,  but  my  general  impression  is  that  the 
necessity  for  a  protective  tariff  will  ere  long 
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force  its  old  opponents  to  take  it  up ;  and  then 
its  old  friends  can  join  in  and  establish  it  on  a 
more  firm  and  durable  basis.  We,  the  Old 
Whigs,  have  been  entirely  beaten  out  of  the 
tariff  question,  and  we  shall  not  be  able  to  re- 
establish the  policy  until  the  absence  of  it  shall 
have  demonstrated  the  necessity  for  it  in  the 
minds  of  men  heretofore  opposed  to  it.  With 
this  view,  I  should  prefer  to  not  now  write  a 
public  letter  on  the  subject.  I  therefore  wish 
this  to  be  considered  confidential.  I  shall  be 
very  glad  to  receive  a  letter  from  you. 

Yours  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 

Letter  to  W.  E.  Frazer 

Springfield,  Illinois,  November  i,  1859. 
Dear  Sir:  Yours  of  the  24th  ult.  was  forward- 
ed to  me  from  Chicago.  It  certainly  is  impor- 
tant to  secure  Pennsylvania  for  the  Republicans 
in  the  next  presidential  contest,  and  not  unim- 
portant to  also  secure  Illinois.  As  to  the  ticket 
you  name,  I  shall  be  heartily  for  it  after  it  shall 
have  been  fairly  nominated  by  a  Republican 
national  convention;  and  I  cannot  be  commit- 
ted to  it  before.  For  my  single  self,  I  have  en- 
listed for  the  permanent  success  of  the  Repub- 
lican cause;  and  for  this  object  I  shall  labor 
faithfully  in  the  ranks,  unless,  as  I  think  not 
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probable,  the  judgment  of  the  party  shall  assign 
me  a  different  position.  If  the  Republicans  of 
the  great  State  of  Pennsylvania  shall  present 
Mr.  Cameron  as  their  candidate  for  the  presi- 
dency, such  an  indorsement  for  his  fitness  for 
the  place  could  scarcely  be  deemed  insufficient. 
Still,  as  I  would  not  like  the  public  to  know,  so 
I  would  not  like  myself  to  know,  I  had  entered 
a  combination  with  any  man  to  the  prejudice 
of  all  others  whose  friends  respectively  may  con- 
sider them  preferable. 

Yours  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 

*Letter  to  Dr. 


Springfield,  November  2,  1859. 
Dear  Doctor:  Your  business  makes  it  conven- 
ient for  you  to  do  a  good  deal  in  the  way  of 
getting  all  our  friends  to  the  polls  next  Tues- 
day. Please  do  it.  We  begin  to  hope  we  can 
elect  Palmer.  He  is  a  good  man,  and  deserves 
to  be  elected,  both  for  his  own,  and  the  Cause's 
sake.  Yours  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 

Letter  to  James  A.  Briggs 

Danville,  Illinois,  November  13,  1859.. 
Dear  Sir:  Yours  of  the  ist,  closing  with  my 
proposition  for  compromise,  was  duly  received. 
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I  will  be  on  hand,  and  in  due  time  notify  you 
of  the  exact  day.  I  believe,  after  all,  I  shall 
make  a  political  speech  of  it.  You  have  no 
objection?  I  would  like  to  know  in  advance 
whether  I  am  also  to  speak  or  lecture  in  New 
York.  Very,  very  glad  your  election  went 
right. 

Yours  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 
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Speeches  in  Kansas,  December  1-5,  1859' 
Introduction. 

PURPOSE  of  the  Republican  organiza- 
tion.— The  Republican  party  believe 
there  is  danger  that  slavery  will  be  fur- 
ther extended,  and  ultimately  made  national  in 
the  United  States;  and  to  prevent  this  incidental 
and  final  consummation,  is  the  purpose  of  this 
organization. 

Chief  danger  to  that  purpose. — A  congres- 
sional slave  code  for  the  Territories,  and  the  re- 
vival of  the  African  trade,  and  a  second  Dred 
Scott  decision,  are  not  just  now  th6  chief  dan- 
ger to  our  purpose.  These  will  press  us  in  due 
time,  but  they  are  not  quite  ready  yet — they 
know  that,  as  yet,  we  are  too  strong  for  them. 
The    insidious    Douglas    popular    sovereignty, 

^  In  response  to  invitations  from  Republicans  of  the  then 
Territory,  Mr.  Lincoln  made  a  visit  to  Kansas  in  December, 
1859,  and  made  speeches  at  Elwood  (opposite  St.  Joseph,  Mo.), 
at  Troy,  Doniphan,  Atchison,  and  Leavenworth,  Kansas.  Among 
his  papers  were  a  number  of  disconnected  sheets  of  autograph 
manuscript,  which  contained  internal  evidence  that  they  were 
portions  of  the  addresses  made  by  him  on  these  occasions. 
Though  the  fragments  seem  to  belong  to  different  addresses, 
the  topics  treated  in  them  justify  their  presentation  in  the  order 
here  arranged,  as  the  general  line  of  argument  followed  by  him. 
—  N.  and  H. 
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which  prepares  the  way  for  this  ultimate  dan- 
ger, it  is  which  just  now  constitutes  our  chief 
danger. 

Popular  Sovereignty. — I  say  Douglas  popu- 
lar sovereignty;  for  there  is  a  broad  distinction 
between  real  popular  sovereignty  and  Douglas 
popular  sovereignty.  That  the  nation  shall 
control  what  concerns  it;  that  a  State,  or  any 
minor  political  community,  shall  control  what 
exclusively  concerns  it;  and  that  an  individual 
shall  control  what  exclusively  concerns  him, — 
is  a  real  popular  sovereignty,  which  no  Repub- 
lican opposes. 

But  this  is  not  Douglas  popular  sovereignty. 
Douglas  popular  sovereignty,  as  a  matter  of 
principle,  simply  is:  "If  one  man  would  en- 
slave another,  neither  that  other  nor  any  third 
man  has  a  right  to  object." 

Douglas  popular  sovereignty,  as  he  practi- 
cally applies  it,  is:  "If  any  organized  political 
community,  however  new  and  small,  would  en- 
slave men  or  forbid  their  being  enslaved  within 
its  own  territorial  limits;  however  the  doing 
the  one  or  the  other  may  afifect  the  men  sought 
to  be  enslaved,  or  the  vastly  superior  number 
of  men  who  are  afterward  to  come  within  those 
limits,  or  the  family  of  communities  of  which 
it  is  but  a  member,  or  the  head  of  that  family, 
as  the  present  and  common   guardian   of  the 
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whole — however  any  or  all  these  are  to  be  afifect- 
ed,  neither  any  nor  all  may  interfere." 

This  is  Douglas  popular  sovereignty.  He 
has  great  difficulty  with  it.  His  speeches  and 
letters  and  essays  and  explanations  explanatory 
of  explanations  explained  upon  it,  are  legion. 
The  most  lengthy,  and  as  I  suppose  the  most 
maturely  considered,  is  that  recently  published 
in  "Harper's  Magazine."  It  has  two  leading 
objects:  the  first,  to  appropriate  the  authority 
and  reverence  due  the  great  and  good  men  of 
the  Revolution  to  his  popular  sovereignty;  and, 
secondly,  to  show  that  the  Dred  Scott  decision 
has  not  entirely  squelched  his  popular  sover- 
eignty. 

Before  considering  these  mains  objects,  I 
wish  to  consider  a  few  minor  points  of  the 
copyright  essay. 

Last  year  Governor  Seward  and  myself,  at 
different  times  and  occasions,  expressed  the 
opinion  that  slavery  is  a  durable  element  of 
discord,  and  that  we  shall  not  have  peace  with 
it  until  it  either  masters  or  is  mastered  by  the 
free  principle.  This  gave  great  ofifense  to 
Judge  Douglas,  and  his  denunciations  of  it,  and 
absurd  inferences  from  it,  have  never  ceased. 
Almost  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  copyright 
essay  he  quotes  the  language  respectively  of 
Seward  and  myself — not  quite  accurately,  but 
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substantially,  in  my  case — upon  this  point,  and 
repeats  his  absurd  and  extravagant  inference. 
For  lack  of  time  I  omit  much  which  I  might 
say  here  with  propriety,  and  content  myself 
with  two  remarks  only  upon  this  point.  The 
first  is,  that  inasmuch  as  Douglas  in  this  very 
essay  tells  us  slavery  agitation  began  in  this 
country  in  1699,  and  has  not  yet  ceased;  has 
lasted  through  a  hundred  and  sixty  years, 
through  ten  entire  generations  of  men, — it 
might  have  occurred  to  even  him  that  slavery 
in  its  tendency  to  agitation  and  discord  has 
something  slightly  durable  about  it.  The  sec- 
ond remark  is  that  Judge  Douglas  might  have 
noted,  if  he  would,  while  he  was  diving  so  deep- 
ly into  history,  the  historical  fact  that  the  only 
comparative  peace  we  have  had  with  slavery 
during  that  hundred  and  sixty  years  was  in  the 
period  from  the  Revolution  to  1820,  precisely 
the  period  through  which  we  were  closing  out 
the  African  slave-trade,  abolishing  slavery  in 
several  of  the  States,  and  restraining  the  spread 
of  it  into  new  ones  by  the  ordinance  of  '87,  pre- 
cisely the  period  in  which  the  public  mind  had 
reason  to  rest,  and  did  rest,  in  the  belief  that 
slavery  was  in  course  of  ultimate  extinction. 

Another  point,  which  for  the  present  I  shall 
touch  only  hastily,  is  Judge  Douglas's  assump- 
tion that  the  States  and  Territories  differ  only 
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in  the  fact  that  the  States  are  in  the  Union,  and 
the  Territories  are  not  in  it.  But  if  this  be 
the  only  difference,  why  not  instantly  bring  the 
Territories  in?  Why  keep  them  out?  Do  you 
say  they  are  unfitted  for  it?  What  unfits  them? 
Especially  what  unfits  them  for  any  duty  in  the 
Union,  after  they  are  fit,  if  they  choose,  to  plant 
the  soil  they  sparsely  inhabit  with  slavery,  be- 
yond the  power  of  their  millions  of  successors 
to  eradicate  it,  and  to  the  durable  discord  of 
the  Union?  What  function  of  sovereignty,  out 
of  the  Union  or  in  it,  is  so  portentous  as  this? 
What  function  of  government  requires  such  per- 
fect maturity,  in  numbers  and  everything  else, 
among  those  who  exercise  it?  It  is  a  concealed 
assumption  of  Douglas's  popular  sovereignty 
that  slavery  is  a  little,  harmless,  indifferent 
thing,  having  no  wrong  in  it,  and  no  power  for 
mischief  about  it.  If  all  men  looked  upon  it 
as  he  does,  his  policy  in  regard  to  it  might  do. 
But  neither  all,  nor  half  the  world,  so  look  upon 
it. 

Near  the  close  of  the  essay  in  "Harper's  Mag- 
azine" Douglas  tells  us  that  his  popular  sov- 
ereignty pertains  to  a  people  only  after  they  are 
regularly  organized  into  a  political  community; 
and  that  Congress  in  its  discretion  must  decide 
when  they  are  fit  in  point  of  numbers  to  be  so 
organized.     Now  I  should  like  for  him  to  point 
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out  in  the  Constitution  any  clause  conferring 
that  discretion  upon  Congress,  which,  when 
pointed  out,  will  not  be  equally  a  power  in 
Congress  to  govern  them,  in  its  discretion,  till 
they  are  admitted  as  a  State.  Will  he  try?  He 
intimates  that  before  the  exercise  of  that  dis- 
cretion, their  number  must  be  ten,  fifteen,  or 
twenty  thousand.  Well,  what  is  to  be  done  for 
them,  or  with  them,  or  by  them,  before  they 
number  ten  thousand?  If  any  one  of  them  de- 
sires to  have  slaves,  is  any  other  one  bound  to 
help  him  or  at  liberty  to  hinder  him?  Is  it 
his  plan  that  any  time  before  they  reach  the  re- 
quired numbers,  those  who  are  on  hand  shall 
be  driven  out  as  trespassers?  If  so,  it  will  prob- 
ably be  a  good  while  before  a  sufficient  number 
to  organize  will  get  in. 

But  plainly  enough  this  conceding  to  Con- 
gress the  discretion  as  to  when  a  community 
shall  be  organized,  is  a  total  surrender  of  his 
popular  sovereignty.  He  says  himself  it  does 
not  pertain  to  a  people  until  they  are  organized; 
and  that  when  they  shall  be  organized  is  in 
the  discretion  of  Congress.  Suppose  Congress 
shall  choose  to  not  organize  them  until  they  are 
numerous  enough  to  come  into  the  Union  as 
a  State.  By  his  own  rule,  his  popular  sover- 
eignty is  derived  from  Congress,  and  cannot  be 
exercised  by  the  people  till   Congress  chooses 
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to  confer  it.  After  toiling  through  nineteen 
mortal  pages  of  "Harper,"  to  show  that  Con- 
gress cannot  keep  the  people  of  a  new  country 
from  excluding  slavery,  in  a  single  closing  para- 
graph he  makes  the  whole  thing  depend  on  Con- 
gress at  last.  And  should  Congress  refuse  to 
organize,  how  will  that  affect  the  question  of 
planting  slavery  in  a  new  country?  If  indi- 
viduals choose  to  plant  it,  the  people  cannot 
prevent  them,  for  they  are  not  yet  clothed  with 
popular  sovereignty.  If  it  be  said  that  it  can- 
not be  planted,  in  fact,  without  protective  law, 
that  assertion  is  already  falsified  by  history;  for 
it  was  originally  planted  on  this  continent  with- 
out protective  law. 

And,  by  the  way,  it  is  probable  that  no  act 
of  territorial  organization  could  be  passed  by 
the  present  Senate;  and  almost  certainly  not  by 
both  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 
If  an  act  declared  the  right  of  Congress  to  ex- 
clude slavery,  the  Republicans  would  vote  for 
it,  and  both  wings  of  the  Democracy  against  it. 
If  it  denied  the  power  to  either  exclude  or  pro- 
tect it,  the  Douglasites  would  vote  for  it,  and 
both  the  Republicans  and  slave-coders  against 
it.  If  it  denied  the  power  to  exclude,  and  as- 
serted the  power  to  protect,  the  slave-coders 
would  vote  for  it,  and  the  Republicans  and 
Douglasites  against  it. 


1859]  speeches    in  Kansas  267 

You  are  now  a  part  of  a  people  of  a  Terri- 
tory, but  that  Territory  is  soon  to  be  a  State  of 
the  Union.  Both  in  your  individual  and  col- 
lective capacities,  you  have  the  same  interest 
in  the  past,  the  present,  and  the  future  of  the 
United  States  as  any  other  portion  of  the  people. 
Most  of  you  came  from  the  States,  and  all  of 
you  soon  will  be  citizens  of  the  common  Union. 
What  I  shall  now  address  to  you  will  have 
neither  greater  nor  less  application  to  you  than 
to  any  other  people  of  the  Union. 

You  are  gathered  to-day  as  a  Republican 
convention — Republican  in  the  party  sense,  and, 
as  we  hope,  in  the  true,  original  sense  of  the 
word  republican. 

I  assume  that  Republicans  throughout  the 
nation  believe  they  are  right,  and  are  earnest 
and  determined  in  their  cause. 

Let  them  then  keep  constantly  in  view  that 
the  chief  object  of  their  organization  is  to  pre- 
vent the  spread  and  nationalization  of  slavery. 
With  this  ever  distinctly  before  us,  we  can  al- 
ways better  see  at  what  point  our  cause  is  most 
in  danger. 

We  are,  as  I  think,  in  the  present  temper  or 
state  of  public  sentiment,  in  no  danger  from  the 
open  advocates  of  a  congressional  slave  code  for 
the  Territories,  and  of  the  revival  of  the  Afri- 
can slave-trade.     As  yet  we  are  strong  enough 
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to  meet  and  master  any  combination  openly 
formed  on  those  grounds.  It  is  only  the  insidi- 
ous position  of  Douglas  that  endangers  our 
cause.  That  position  is  simply  an  ambuscade. 
By  entering  into  contest  with  our  open  enemies, 
we  are  to  be  lured  into  his  train;  and  then,  hav- 
ing lost  our  own  organization  and  arms,  we  are 
to  be  turned  over  to  those  same  open  enemies. 

Douglas's  position  leads  to  the  nationaliza- 
tion of  slavery  as  surely  as  does  that  of  Jeff 
Davis  and  Mason  of  Virginia.  The  two  posi- 
tions are  but  slightly  different  roads  to  the  same 
place — with  this  difference,  that  the  nationali- 
zation of  slavery  can  be  reached  by  Douglas's 
route,  and  never  can  be  by  the  other. 

I  have  said  that  in  our  present  moral  tone 
and  temper  we  are  strong  enough  for  our  open 
enemies,  and  so  we  are.  But  the  chief  effect 
of  Douglasism  is  to  change  that  tone  and  tem- 
per. Men  who  support  the  measures  of  a  po- 
litical leader  do,  almost  of  necessity,  adopt  the 
reasoning  and  sentiments  the  leader  advances  in 
support  of  them.  The  reasoning  and  sentiments 
advanced  by  Douglas  in  support  of  his  policy 
as  to  slavery  all  spring  from  the  view  that 
slavery  is  not  wrong.  In  the  first  place,  he 
never  says  it  is  wrong.  He  says  he  does 
not  care  whether  it  shall  be  voted  down  or 
voted    up.     He    says    whoever    wants    slavery 
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has  a  right  to  have  it.  He  says  the  question 
whether  people  will  have  it  or  not  is  simply 
a  question  of  dollars  and  cents.  He  says  the 
Almighty  has  drawn  a  line  across  the  conti- 
nent, on  one  side  of  which  the  soil  must  be  cul- 
tivated by  slave  labor. 

Now  let  the  people  of  the  free  States  adopt 
these  sentiments,  and  they  will  be  unable  to  see 
a  single  reason  for  maintaining  their  prohibi- 
tions of  slavery  in  their  own  States.  "What! 
do  you  mean  to  say  that  anything  in  these  sen- 
timents requires  us  to  believe  it  will  be  the  in- 
terest of  Northern  States  to  have  slavery?" 
No.  But  I  do  mean  to  say  that  although  it 
is  not  the  interest  of  Northern  States  to  grow 
cotton,  none  of  them  have,  or  need,  any  law 
against  it;  and  it  would  be  tyranny  to  deprive 
any  one  man  of  the  privilege  to  grow  cotton 
in  Illinois,  There  are  many  individual  men 
in  all  the  free  States  who  desire  to  have  slaves; 
and  if  you  admit  that  slavery  is  not  wrong,  it 
is  also  but  tyranny  to  deny  them  the  privilege. 
It  is  no  just  function  of  government  to  prohibit 
what  is  not  wrong. 

Again,  if  slavery  is  right — ordained  by  the 
Almighty — on  one  side  of  a  line  dividing  sister 
States  of  a  common  Union,  then  it  is  positively 
wrong  to  harass  and  bedevil  the  owners  of  it 
with  constitutions  and  laws  and  prohibitions  of 
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it  on  the  other  side  of  the  line.  In  short,  there 
is  no  justification  for  prohibiting  slavery  any- 
where, save  only  in  the  assumption  that  slavery 
is  wrong;  and  whenever  the  sentiment  that  sla- 
very is  wrong  shall  give  way  in  the  North,  all 
legal  prohibitions  of  it  will  also  give  way. 

If  it  be  insisted  that  men  may  support  Doug- 
las's measures  without  adopting  his  sentiments, 
let  it  be  tested  by  what  is  actually  passing  be- 
fore us.  You  can  even  now  find  no  Douglas 
man  who  will  disavow  any  one  of  these  senti- 
ments; and  none  but  will  actually  indorse  them 
if  pressed  to  the  point. 

Five  years  ago  no  living  man  had  placed  on 
record,  nor,  as  I  believe,  verbally  expressed,  a 
denial  that  negroes  have  a  share  in  the  Decla- 
ration of  Independence.  Two  or  three  years 
since,  Douglas  began  to  deny  it;  and  now  every 
Douglas  man  in  the  nation  denies  it. 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  absurdity  compound- 
ed of  support  to  the  Dred  Scott  decision,  and 
legislation  unfriendly  to  slavery  by  the  Ter- 
ritories— the  absurdity  which  asserts  that  a 
thing  may  be  lawfully  driven  from  a  place,  at 
which  place  it  has  a  lawful  right  to  remain. 
That  absurd  position  will  not  be  long  main- 
tained by  any  one.  The  Dred  Scott  half  of 
it  will  soon  master  the  other  half.  The  process 
will   probably  be  about  this:  some  territorial 
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legislature  will  adopt  unfriendly  legislation; 
the  Supreme  Court  will  decide  that  legislation 
to  be  unconstitutional,  and  then  the  advocates 
of  the  present  compound  absurdity  will  ac- 
quiesce in  the  decision.  The  only  efifect  of  that 
position  now  is  to  prepare  its  advocates  for  such 
acquiescence  when  the  time  comes.  Like  wood 
for  ox-bows,  they  are  merely  being  soaked  in  it 
preparatory  to  the  bending.  The  advocates  of 
a  slave  code  are  not  now  strong  enough  to  mas- 
ter us;  and  they  never  will  be,  unless  recruits 
enough  to  make  them  so  be  tolled  in  through 
the  gap  of  Douglasism.  Douglas,  on  the  sly, 
is  affecting  more  for  them  than  all  their  open 
advocates.  He  has  reason  to  be  provoked  that 
they  will  not  understand  him,  and  recognize 
him  as  their  best  friend.  He  cannot  be  more 
plain,  without  being  so  plain  as  to  lure  no  one 
into  their  trap — so  plain  as  to  lose  his  power 
to  serve  them  profitably.  Take  other  instances. 
Last  year  both  Governor  Seward  and  myself 
expressed  the  belief  that  this  government  can- 
not endure  permanently  half  slave  and  half 
free.  This  gave  great  ofifense  to  Douglas,  and 
after  the  fall  election  in  Illinois  he  became 
quite  rampant  upon  it.  At  Chicago,  St.  Louis, 
Memphis  and  New  Orleans,  he  denounced  it  as 
a  "fatal  heresy."  With  great  pride  he  claimed 
that  he  had  crushed  it  in  Illinois,  and  modestly 
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regretted  that  he  could  not  have  been  in  New 
York  to  crush  it  there  too.  How  the  heresy  is 
fatal  to  anything,  or  what  the  thing  is  to  which  it 
is  fatal,  he  has  never  paused  to  tell  us.  At  all 
events,  it  is  a  fatal  heresy  in  his  view  when  ex- 
pressed by  a  Northern  man.  Not  so  when  ex- 
pressed by  men  of  the  South.  In  1856,  Roger 
A.  Pryor,  editor  of  the  Richmond  "Enquirer," 
expressed  the  same  belief  in  that  paper,  quite 
two  years  before  it  was  expressed  by  either  Sew- 
ard or  me.  But  Douglas  perceived  no  "  heresy  " 
in  him — talked  not  of  going  to  Virginia  to 
crush  it  out;  nay,  more,  he  now  has  that  same 
Mr.  Pryor  at  Washington,  editing  the  "States" 
newspaper  as  his  especial  organ. 

This  brings  us  to  see  that  in  Douglas's  view 
this  opinion  is  a  "fatal  heresy"  when  expressed 
by  men  wishing  to  have  the  nation  all  free,  and 
it  is  no  heresy  at  all  when  expressed  by  men 
wishing  to  have  it  all  slave.  Douglas  has  cause 
to  complain  that  the  South  will  not  note  this 
and  give  him  credit  for  it. 

At  Memphis  Douglas  told  his  audience  that 
he  was  for  the  negro  against  the  crocodile,  but 
for  the  white  man  against  the  negro.  This  was 
not  a  sudden  thought  hastily  thrown  off  at  Mem- 
phis. He  said  the  same  thing  many  times  in 
Illinois  last  summer  and  autumn,  though  I  am 
not  sure  it  was  reported  then. 
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It  is  a  carefully  formed  illustration  of  the 
estimate  he  places  upon  the  negro  and  the  man- 
ner he  would  have  him  dealt  with.  It  is  a  sort 
of  proposition  in  proportion.  "As  the  negro  is 
to  the  crocodile,  so  the  white  man  is  to  the  ne- 
gro." As  the  negro  ought  to  treat  the  crocodile 
as  a  beast,  so  the  white  man  ought  to  treat  the 
negro  as  a  beast.  Gentlemen  of  the  South,  is 
not  that  satisfactory?  Will  you  give  Douglas 
no  credit  for  impressing  that  sentiment  on  the 
Northern  mind  for  your  benefit?  Why,  you 
should  magnify  him  to  the  utmost,  in  order  that 
he  may  impress  it  the  more  deeply,  broadly,  and 
surely. 

A  hope  is  often  expressed  that  all  the  ele- 
ments of  opposition  to  the  so-called  Democracy 
may  unite  in  the  next  presidential  election;  and 
to  favor  this  it  is  suggested  that  at  least  one  can- 
didate on  the  opposition  national  ticket  must 
be  resident  in  the  slave  States.  I  strongly  sym- 
pathize with  this  hope;  and  the  particular  sug- 
gestion presents  no  difficulty  to  me.  There  are 
very  many  men  in  the  slave  States  who  as  men 
and  statesmen  and  patriots  are  quite  acceptable 
to  me  for  either  President  or  Vice-President. 
But  there  is  a  difficulty  of  another  sort;  and  I 
think  it  most  prudent  for  us  to  face  that  dif- 
ficulty at  once.  Will  those  good  men  of  the 
South  occupy  any  ground  upon  which  we  of 
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the  free  States  can  vote  for  them?  There  is  the 
rub.  They  seem  to  labor  under  a  huge  mistake 
in  regard  to  us.  They  say  they  are  tired  of  slav- 
ery agitation.  We  think  the  slaves,  and  free 
white  laboring-men  too,  have  more  reason  to  be 
tired  of  slavery  than  masters  have  to  be  tired  of 
agitation  about  it.  In  Kentucky  a  Democratic 
candidate  for  Congress  takes  ground  against  a 
congressional  slave-code  for  the  Territories, 
whereupon  his  opponent,  in  full  hope  to  unite 
with  Republicans  in  i860,  takes  ground  in  favor 
of  such  slave-code.  Such  hope,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, is  delusion  gross  as  insanity  itself. 
Rational  men  can  only  entertain  it  in  the  strange 
belief  that  Republicans  are  not  in  earnest  for 
their  principles;  that  they  are  really  devoted  to 
no  principle  of  their  own,  but  are  ready  for,  and 
anxious  to  jump  to,  any  position  not  occupied  by 
the  Democracy.  This  mistake  must  be  dispelled. 
For  the  sake  of  their  principles,  in  forming  their 
party,  they  broke  and  sacrificed  the  strongest 
mere  party  ties  and  advantages  which  can  exist. 
Republicans  believe  that  slavery  is  wrong;  and 
they  insist,  and  will  continue  to  insist,  upon  a 
national  policy  which  recognizes  it  and  deals 
with  it  as  a  wrong.  There  can  be  no  letting  down 
about  this.  Simultaneously  with  such  letting 
down  the  Republican  organization  would  go  to 
pieces,  and  half  its  elements  would  go  in  a  dif- 
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ferent  direction,  leaving  an  easy  victory  to  the 
common  enemy.  No  ingenuity  of  political  trad- 
ing could  possibly  hold  it  together.  About  this 
there  is  no  joke,  and  can  be  no  trifling.  Under- 
standing this,  that  Republicanism  can  never  mix 
with  territorial  slave-codes  becomes  self-evident. 

In  this  contest  mere  men  are  nothing.  We 
could  come  down  to  Douglas  quite  as  well  as  to 
any  other  man  standing  with  him,  and  better 
than  to  any  other  standing  below  or  beyond  him. 
The  simple  problem  is:  will  any  good  and 
capable  man  of  the  South  allow  the  Republi- 
cans to  elect  him  on  their  own  platform?  If 
such  man  can  be  found,  I  believe  the  thing  can 
be  done.    It  can  be  done  in  no  other  way. 

What  do  we  gain,  say  some,  by  such  a  union? 
Certainly  not  everything;  but  still  something, 
and  quite  all  that  we  for  our  lives  can  possibly 
give.  In  yielding  a  share  of  the  high  honors  and 
offices  to  you,  you  gain  the  assurance  that  ours 
is  not  a  mere  struggle  to  secure  those  honors  and 
offices  for  one  section.  You  gain  the  assurance 
that  we  mean  no  more  than  we  say  in  our  plat- 
forms, else  we  would  not  intrust  you  to  execute 
them.  You  gain  the  assurance  that  we  intend  no 
invasion  of  your  rights  or  your  honor,  else  we 
would  not  make  one  of  you  the  executor  of  the 
laws  and  commander  of  the  army  and  navy. 

As  a  matter  of  mere  partizan  policy,  there  is 
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no  reason  for  and  much  against  any  letting  down 
of  the  Republican  party  in  order  to  form  a  union 
with  the  Southern  opposition.  By  no  pos- 
sibility can  a  union  ticket  secure  a  simple  elec- 
toral vote  in  the  South,  unless  the  Republican 
platform  be  so  far  let  down  as  to  lose  every 
electoral  vote  in  the  North ;  and  even  at  that,  not 
a  single  vote  would  be  secured  in  the  South,  un- 
less by  bare  possibility  those  of  Maryland. 
There  is  no  successful  basis  of  union  but  for 
some  good  Southern  man  to  allow  us  of  the 
North  to  elect  him  square  on  our  platform. 
Plainly  it  is  that  or  nothing. 

The  St.  Louis  "Intelligencer"  is  out  in  favor 
of  a  good  man  for  President,  to  be  run  without 
a  platform.  Well,  I  am  not  wedded  to  the 
formal  written  platform  system ;  but  a  thousand 
to  one  the  editor  is  not  himself  in  favor  of  his 
plan,  except  with  the  qualification  that  he  and 
his  sort  are  to  select  and  name  the  "good  man." 
To  bring  him  to  the  test,  is  he  willing  to  take 
Seward  without  a  platform?  Oh,  no;  Seward's 
antecedents  exclude  him,  say  you.  Well,  is  your 
good  man  without  antecedents?  If  he  is,  how 
shall  the  nation  know  that  he  is  a  good  man? 
The  sum  of  the  matter  is  that,  in  the  absence  of 
formal  written  platforms,  the  antecedents  of  can- 
didates become  their  platforms.  On  just  such 
platforms  all  our  earlier  and  better  Presidents 
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were  elected,  but  this  by  no  means  facilitates  a 
union  of  men  who  differ  in  principles. 

Nor  do  I  believe  we  can  ever  advance  our  prin- 
ciples by  supporting  men  who  oppose  our  prin- 
ciples. Last  year,  as  you  know,  we  Republicans 
in  Illinois  were  advised  by  numerous  and  re- 
spectable outsiders  to  reelect  Douglas  to  the 
Senate  by  our  votes.  I  never  questioned  the 
motives  of  such  advisers,  nor  the  devotion  to  the 
Republican  cause  of  such  as  professed  to  be  Re- 
publicans. But  I  never  for  a  moment  thought 
of  following  the  advice,  and  have  never  yet  re- 
gretted that  we  did  not  follow  it.  True,  Douglas 
is  back  in  the  Senate  in  spite  of  us;  but  we  are 
clear  of  him  and  his  principles,  and  we  are  un- 
crippled and  ready  to  fight  both  him  and  them 
straight  along  till  they  shall  be  finally  "clos,e4 
out."  Had  we  followed  the  advice,  there  would 
now  be  no  Republican  party  in  Illinois,  and 
none  to  speak  of  anywhere  else.  The  whole 
thing  would  now  be  floundering  along  after 
Douglas  upon  the  Dred  Scott  and  crocodile 
theory.  It  would  have  been  the  grandest  "haul" 
for  slavery  ever  yet  made.  Our  principles  would 
still  live,  and  ere  long  would  produce  a  party; 
but  we  should  have  lost  all  our  past  labor  and 
twenty  years  of  time  by  the  folly. 

Take  an  illustration.  About  a  year  ago  all  the 
Republicans    in  Congress  voted  for  what    was 
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called  the  Crittenden-Montgomery  bill;  and 
forthwith  Douglas  claimed,  and  still  claims, 
that  they  were  all  committed  to  his  "gur-reat 
pur-rinciple."  And  Republicans  have  been  so 
far  embarrassed  by  the  claim  that  they  have  ever 
since  been  protesting  that  they  were  not  so  com- 
mitted, and  trying  to  explain  why.  Some  of  the 
very  newspapers  which  advised  Douglas's  return 
to  the  Senate  by  Republican  votes  have  been 
largely  and  continuously  engaged  in  these  protests 
and  explanations.  For  such  let  us  state  a  ques- 
tion in  the  rule  of  three.  If  voting  for  the  Crit- 
tenden-Montgomery bill  entangle  the  Republi- 
cans with  Douglas's  dogmas  for  one  year,  how 
long  would  voting  for  Douglas  himself  so  en- 
tangle them? 

It  is  nothing  to  the  contrary  that  Republicans 
gained  something  by  electing  Haskins,  Hick- 
man, and  Davis.  They  were  comparatively 
small  men.  I  mean  no  disrespect;  they  may  have 
large  merit;  but  Republicans  can  dally  with 
them,  and  absorb  or  expel  them  at  pleasure.  If 
they  dally  with  Douglas,  he  absorbs  them. 

We  want,  and  must  have,  a  national  policy 
as  to  slavery  which  deals  with  it  as  being  a 
wrong.  Whoever  would  prevent  slavery  be- 
coming national  and  perpetual  yields  all  when 
he  yields  to  a  policy  which  treats  it  either  as 
being  right,  or  as  being  a  matter  of  indifference. 
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We  admit  that  the  United  States  General 
Government  is  not  charged  with  the  duty  of  re- 
dressing or  preventing  all  the  wrongs  in  the 
world.  But  the  government  rightfully  may,  and 
subject  to  the  Constitution  ought  to,  redress  and 
prevent  all  wrongs  which  are  wrongs  to  the 
nation  itself. 

It  is  expressly  charged  with  the  duty  of  pro- 
viding for  the  general  welfare.  We  think 
slavery  impairs  and  endangers  the  general  wel- 
fare. Those  who  do  not  think  this  are  not  of 
us,  and  we  cannot  agree  with  them.  We  must 
shape  our  own  course  by  our  own  judgment. 

We  must  not  disturb  slavery  in  the  States 
where  it  exists,  because  the  Constitution  and  the 
peace  of  the  country  both  forbid  us.  We  must 
not  withhold  an  efficient  fugitive-slave  law,  be- 
cause the  Constitution  demands  it. 

But  we  must,  by  a  national  policy,  prevent  the 
spread  of  slavery  into  new  Territories,  or  free 
States,  because  the  Constitution  does  not  forbid 
us,  and  the  general  welfare  does  demand  such 
prevention.  We  must  prevent  the  revival  of  the 
African  slave-trade,  because  the  Constitution 
does  not  forbid  us,  and  the  general  welfare  does 
require  the  prevention.  We  must  prevent  these 
things  being  done  by  either  congresses  or  courts. 
The  people — the  people — are  the  rightful  mas- 
ters of  both  congresses  and  courts, — not  to  over- 
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throw  the  Constitution,  but  to  overthrow  the 
men  who  pervert  it. 

To  effect  our  main  object  we  have  to  employ 
auxiliary  means.  We  must  hold  conventions, 
adopt  platforms,  select  candidates,  and  carry 
elections.  At  every  step  we  must  be  true  to  the 
main  purpose. 

If  we  adopt  a  platform  falling  short  of  our 
principle,  or  elect  a  man  rejecting  our  prin- 
ciple, we  not  only  take  nothing  affirmative  by  our 
success,  but  we  draw  upon  us  the  positive  em- 
barrassment of  seeming  ourselves  to  have  aban- 
doned our  principle. 

That  our  principle,  however  baffled  or  de- 
layed, will  finally  triumph,  I  do  not  permit  my- 
self to  doubt.  Men  will  pass  away — die,  die 
politically  and  naturally;  but  the  principle  will 
live,  and  live  forever.  Organizations  rallied 
around  that  principle  may,  by  their  own  derelic- 
tion, go  to  pieces,  thereby  losing  all  their  time 
and  labor;  but  the  principle  will  remain,  and 
will  reproduce  another,  and  another,  till  the 
final  triumph  will  come. 

But  to  bring  it  soon,  we  must  save  our  labor 
already  performed — our  organization,  which 
has  cost  us  so  much  time  and  toil  to  create.  We 
must  keep  our  principle  constantly  in  view,  and 
never  be  false  to  it. 

And  as  to  men  for  leaders,  we  must  remember 
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that  "  He  that  is  not  for  us  is  against  us;  and  he 
that  gathereth  not  with  us  scattereth." 

Letter  to  N.  B.  Judd 

Springfield,  December  9,  1859. 
My  dear  Sir:  I  have  just  reached  home 
from  Kansas  and  found  your  long  letter  of  the 
ist  inst.  It  has  a  tone  of  blame  toward  myself 
which  I  think  is  not  quite  just;  but  I  will  not 
stand  upon  that,  but  will  consider  a  day  or  two, 
and  put  something  in  the  best  shape  I  can,  and 
send  it  to  you.  A  great  difficulty  is  that  they 
make  no  distinct  charge  against  you  which  I  can 
contradict.  You  did  vote  for  Trumbull  against 
me;  and,  although  I  think,  and  have  said  a 
thousand  times,  that  was  no  injustice  to  me,  I 
cannot  change  the  fact,  nor  compel  people  to 
cease  speaking  of  it.  Ever  since  that  matter 
occurred,  I  have  constantly  labored,  as  I  believe 
you  know,  to  have  all  recollection  of  it  dropped. 
The  vague  charge  that  you  played  me  false 
last  year  I  believe  to  be  false  and  outrageous; 
but  it  seems  I  can  make  no  impression  by  ex- 
pressing that  belief.  I  made  a  special  job  of  try- 
ing to  impress  that  upon  Baker,  Bridges,  and 
Wilson  here  last  winter.  They  all  well  know 
that  I  believe  no  such  charge  against  you.  But 
they  chose  to  insist  that  they  know  better  about  it 
than  I  do. 
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As  to  the  charge  of  your  intriguing  for  Trum- 
bull against  me,  I  believe  as  little  of  that  as  any 
other  charge.  If  Trumbull  and  I  were  candi- 
dates for  the  same  office,  you  would  have  a 
right  to  prefer  him,  and  I  should  not  blame  you 
for  it;  but  all  my  acquaintance  with  you  induces 
me  to  believe  you  would  not  pretend  to  be  for 
me  while  really  for  him.  But  I  do  not  under- 
stand Trumbull  and  myself  to  be  rivals.  You 
know  I  am  pledged  to  not  enter  a  struggle  with 
him  for  the  seat  in  the  Senate  now  occupied  by 
him;  and  yet  I  would  rather  have  a  full  term 
in  the  Senate  than  in  the  presidency. 

Your  friend  as  ever, 

A.  Lincoln. 

P.  S. — I  omitted  to  say  that  I  have,  in  no 
single  instance,  permitted  a  charge  such  as  al- 
luded to  above  to  go  uncontradicted  when  made 
in  my  presence.  A.  L. 

Letter  to  N.  B.  Judd 

Springfield,  December  14,  1859. 
Dear  Judd:  Herewith  is  the  letter  of  our 
old  Whig  friends,  and  my  answer,  sent  as  you 
requested.  I  showed  both  to  Dubois,  and  he 
feared  the  clause  about  leave  to  publish,  in  the 
answer,  would  not  be  quite  satisfactory  to  you. 
I  hope  it  will  be  satisfactory,  as  I  would  rather 
not  seem  to  come  before  the  public  as  a  volun- 
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teer;  still  if,  after  considering  this,  you  still 
deem  it  important,  you  may  substitute  the  in- 
closed slip  by  pasting  it  down  over  the  original 
clause. 

I  find  some  of  our  friends  here  attach  more 
consequence  to  getting  the  national  convention 
into  our  State  than  I  did,  or  do.  Some  of  them 
made  me  promise  to  say  so  to  you.  As  to  the 
time,  it  must  certainly  be  after  the  Charleston 
fandango ;  and  I  think,  within  bounds  of  reason, 
the  later  the  better. 

As  to  that  matter  about  the  committee,  in  rela- 
tion to  appointing  delegates  by  general  conven- 
tion, or  by  districts,  I  shall  attend  to  it  as  well 
as  I  know  how,  which,  God  knows,  will  not  be 
very  well.  Write  me  if  you  can  find  anything 
to  write.    Yours  as  ever, 

A.  Lincoln. 

[Inclosure.] 

Letter  to  Messrs.  George  W.  Dole,  G.  S. 

Hubbard,  and  W.  H.  Brown 

Springfield,  Illinois,  December  14,  1859. 
Gentlemen:  Your  letter  of  the  12th  instant 
is  received.  To  your  question:  "In  the  election 
of  senator  in  1854  [1855  you  mean],  when  Mr. 
Trumbull  was  the  successful  candidate,  was 
there  any  unfairness  in  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Judd 
toward  you,  or  anything  blamable  on  his  part?" 
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I  answer,  I  have  never  believed,  and  do  not  now 
believe,  that  on  that  occasion  there  was  any  un- 
fairness in  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Judd  toward  me, 
or  anything  blamable  on  his  part.  Without  de- 
ception, he  preferred  Judge  Trumbull  to  myself, 
which  was  his  clear  right,  morally  as  well  as 
legally. 

To  your  question:  "During  the  canvass  of 
last  year,  did  he  do  his  whole  duty  toward  you 
and  the  Republican  party?"  I  answer,  I  have 
always  believed,  and  now  believe  that  during 
that  canvass  he  did  his  whole  duty  toward  me 
and  the  Republican  party. 

To  your  question:  "Do  you  know  of  anything 
unfair  in  his  conduct  toward  yourself  in  any 
way?"  I  answer,  I  neither  know  nor  suspect 
anything  unfair  in  his  conduct  toward  myself 
in  any  way. 

I  take  pleasure  in  adding  that  of  all  the 
avowed  friends  I  had  in  the  canvass  of  last  year, 
I  do  not  suspect  a  single  one  of  having  acted 
treacherously  to  me,  or  to  our  cause;  and  that 
there  is  not  one  of  them  in  whose  honor  and  in- 
tegrity I  have  more  confidence  to-day  than  in 
that  of  Mr.  Judd. 

You  can  use  your  discretion  as  to  whether  you 
make  this  public. 

Yours  very  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 


1859]  Letter    to   Parsons  285 


Letter  to  G.  M.  Parsons  and  Others 

Springfield,  Illinois,  December  19,  1859. 
Gentlemen:  Your  letter  of  the  7th  instant, 
accompanied  by  a  similar  one  from  the  govern- 
or-elect, the  Republican  State  officers,  and  the 
Republican  members  of  the  State  Board  of 
Equalization  of  Ohio,  both  requesting  of  me,  for 
publication  in  permanent  form,  copies  of  the 
political  debates  between  Senator  Douglas  and 
myself  last  year,  has  been  received.  With  my 
grateful  acknowledgments  to  both  you  and  them 
for  the  very  flattering  terms  in  which  the  re- 
quest is  communicated,  I  transmit  you  the  copies. 
The  copies  I  send  you  are  as  reported  and 
printed  by  the  respective  friends  of  Senator 
Douglas  and  myself,  at  the  time — that  is,  his  by 
his  friends,  and  mine  by  mine.  It  would  be  an 
unwarrantable  liberty  for  us  to  change  a  word 
or  a  letter  in  his,  and  the  changes  I  have  made 
in  mine,  you  perceive,  are  verbal  only,  and  very 
few  in  number.  I  wish  the  reprint  to  be  pre- 
cisely as  the  copies  I  send,  without  any  comment 
whatever. 

Yours  very  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 
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Letter  to  J.  W.  Fell 

Springfield,  December  20,  1859. 
My  dear  Sir:  Herewith  is  a  little  sketch,  as 
you  requested.  There  is  not  much  of  it,  for  the 
reason,  I  suppose,  that  there  is  not  much  of  me. 
If  anything  be  made  out  of  it,  I  wish  it  to  be 
modest,  and  not  to  go  beyond  the  material.  If 
it  were  thought  necessary  to  incorporate  any- 
thing from  any  of  my  speeches,  I  suppose  there 
would  be  no  objection.  Of  course  it  must  not 
appear  to  have  been  written  by  myself. 
Yours  very  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 

I  was  born  February  12,  1809,  in  Hardin 
County,  Kentucky.  My  parents  were  both  born 
in  Virginia,  of  undistinguished  families — 
second  families,  perhaps  I  should  say.  My 
mother,  who  died  in  my  tenth  year,  was  of  a 
family  of  the  name  of  Hanks,  some  of  whom 
now  reside  in  Adams,  and  others  in  Macon 
County,  Illinois.  My  paternal  grandfather, 
Abraham  Lincoln,  emigrated  from  Rockingham 
County,  Virginia,  to  Kentucky  about  1781  or 
1782,  where  a  year  or  two  later  he  was  killed  by 
the  Indians,  not  in  battle,  but  by  stealth,  when  he 
was  laboring  to  open  a  farm  in  the  forest.  His 
ancestors,  who  were  Quakers,  went  to  Virginia 
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from  Berks  County,  Pennsylvania.  An  effort  to 
identify  them  with  the  New  England  family  of 
the  same  name  ended  in  nothing  more  definite 
than  a  similarity  of  Christian  names  in  both 
families,  such  as  Enoch,  Levi,  Mordecai,  Solo- 
mon, Abraham,  and  the  like. 

My  father,  at  the  death  of  his  father,  was  but 
six  years  of  age,  and  he  grew  up  literally  with- 
out education.  He  removed  from  Kentucky  to 
what  is  now  Spencer  County,  Indiana,  in  my 
eighth  year.  We  reached  our  new  home  about 
the  time  the  State  came  into  the  Union.  It  was 
a  wild  region,  with  many  bears  and  other  wild 
animals  still  in  the  woods.  There  I  grew  up. 
There  were  some  schools,  so  called,  but  no  quali- 
fication was  ever  required  of  a  teacher  beyond 
"readin,'  writin',  and  cipherin'  "  to  the  rule  of 
three.  If  a  straggler  supposed  to  understand 
Latin  happen  to  sojourn  in  the  neighborhood, 
he  was  looked  upon  as  a  wizard.  There  was  ab- 
solutely nothing  to  excite  ambition  for  educa- 
tion. Of  course,  when  I  came  of  age  I  did  not 
know  much.  Still,  somehow,  I  could  read, 
write,  and  cipher  to  the  rule  of  three,  but  that 
was  all.  I  have  not  been  to  school  since.  The 
little  advance  I  now  have  upon  this  store  of 
education,  I  have  picked  up  from  time  to  time 
under  the  pressure  of  necessity. 

I  was  raised  to  farm  work,  which  I  continued 
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till  I  was  twenty-tvvo.  At  twenty-one  I  came  to 
Illinois,  Macon  County.  Then  I  got  to  New 
Salem,  at  that  time  in  Sangamon,  now  in 
Menard  County,  where  I  remained  a  year  as  a 
sort  of  clerk  in  a  store.  Then  came  the  Black 
Hawk  war ;  and  I  was  elected  a  captain  of  volun- 
teers, a  success  which  gave  me  more  pleasure 
than  any  I  have  had  since.  I  went  the  campaign, 
was  elated,  ran  for  the  legislature  the  same  year 
(1832),  and  was  beaten — the  only  time  I  ever 
have  been  beaten  by  the  people.  The  next  and 
three  succeeding  biennial  elections  I  was  elected 
to  the  legislature.  I  was  not  a  candidate  after- 
ward. During  this  legislative  period  I  had 
studied  law,  and  removed  to  Springfield  to  prac- 
tise it.  In  1846  I  was  once  elected  to  the  lower 
House  of  Congress.  Was  not  a  candidate  for  re- 
election. From  1849  to  1854,  both  inclusive, 
practised  law  more  assiduously  than  ever  before. 
Always  a  Whig  in  politics;  and  generally  on  the 
Whig  electoral  tickets,  making  active  canvasses. 
I  was  losing  interest  in  politics  when  the  repeal 
of  the  Missouri  compromise  aroused  me  again. 
What  I  have  done  since  then  is  pretty  well 
known. 

If  any  personal  description  of  me  is  thought 
desirable,  it  may  be  said  I  am,  in  height,  six  feet 
four  inches,  nearly;  lean  in  flesh,  weighing  on 
an    average  one  hundred  and  eighty    pounds; 
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dark  complexion,  with  coarse  black  hair  and 
gray  eyes.  No  other  marks  or  brands  recol- 
lected. Yours  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 

Letter  to  J.  W.  Sheahan 

Springfield,  January  24,  i860. 

Dear  Sir:  Yours  of  the  21st,  requesting 
copies  of  my  speeches  now  in  progress  of  pub- 
lication in  Ohio,  is  received.  I  have  no  such 
copies  now  at  my  control,  having  sent  the  only 
set  I  ever  had  to  Ohio.  Mr.  George  M.  Parsons 
has  taken  an  active  part  among  those  who  have 
the  matter  in  charge  in  Ohio;  and  I  understand 
Messrs.  Follett,  Foster  &  Co.  are  to  be  the  pub- 
lishers. I  make  no  objection  to  any  satisfactory 
arrangement  you  may  make  with  Mr.  Parsons 
and  the  publishers;  and  if  it  will  facilitate  you, 
you  are  at  liberty  to  show  them  this  note. 

You  labor  under  a  mistake  somewhat  injuri- 
ous to  me,  if  you  suppose  I  have  revised  the 
speeches  in  any  just  sense  of  the  word.  I  only 
made  some  small  verbal  corrections,  mostly  such 
as  an  intelligent  reader  would  make  for  himself, 
not  feeling  justified  to  do  more  when  publish- 
ing the  speeches  along  with  those  of  Senator 
Douglas,  his  and  mine  being  mutually  answers 
and  replies  to  one  another.         Yours  truly, 

A.  Lincoln. 
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Letter  to  N.  B.  Judd 

Springfield,  February  5,  i860. 

My  dear  Sir:  Your  two  letters  were  duly 
received.  Whether  Mr.  Storrs  shall  come  to 
Illinois  and  assist  in  our  approaching  campaign, 
is  a  question  of  dollars  and  cents.  Can  we  pay 
him?  If  we  can,  that  is  the  sole  question.  I 
consider  his  services  very  valuable. 

A  day  or  so  before  you  wrote  about  Mr.  Hern- 
don,  Dubois  told  me  that  he  (Herndon)  had 
been  talking  to  William  Jayne  in  the  way  you 
indicate.  At  first  sight  afterward,  I  mentioned 
it  to  him;  he  rather  denied  the  charge,  and  I 
did  not  press  him  about  the  past,  but  got  his 
solemn  pledge  to  say  nothing  of  the  sort  in  the 
future.  I  had  done  this  before  I  received  your 
letter.  I  impressed  upon  him  as  well  as  I  could, 
first,  that  such  [sici  was  untrue  and  unjust  to 
you;  and,  second,  that  I  would  be  held  respon- 
sible for  what  he  said.    Let  this  be  private. 

Some  folks  are  pretty  bitter  toward  me  about 
the  Dole,  Hubbard,  and  Brown  letter. 

Yours  as  ever, 

A.  Lincoln. 

Letter  to  N.  B.  Judd 

Springfield,  February  9,  i860. 
Dear  Sir:     I  am  not  in  a  position  where  it 
would  hurt  much  for  me  to  not  be  nominated  on 
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the  national  ticket;  but  I  am  where  it  would 
hurt  some  for  me  to  not  get  the  Illinois  dele- 
gates. What  I  expected  when  I  wrote  the  letter 
to  Messrs.  Dole  and  others  is  now  happening. 
Your  discomfited  assailants  are  most  bitter 
against  me;  and  they  will,  for  revenge  upon  me, 
lay  to  the  Bates  egg  in  the  South,  and  to  the 
Seward  egg  in  the  North,  and  go  far  toward 
squeezing  me  out  in  the  middle  with  nothing. 
Can  you  not  help  me  a  little  in  this  matter  in 
your  end  of  the  vineyard?  I  mean  this  to  be 
private.  Yours  as  ever, 

A.  Lincoln. 

Letter  to  J.  M.  Lucas. 

Springfield,  February  9,  i860. 

My  dear  Sir:  Your  late  letter,  suggesting, 
among  other  things,  that  I  might  aid  your  elec- 
tion as  postmaster,  by  writing  to  Mr.  Burlin- 
game,  was  duly  received  the  day  the  Speaker 
was  elected;  so  that  I  had  no  hope  a  letter  of 
mine  could  reach  Mr.  B.  before  your  case  would 
be  decided,  as  it  turned  out  in  fact  it  could  not. 
We  are  all  much  gratified  here  to  see  you  are 
elected.  We  consider  you  our  peculiar  friend 
at  court. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  receive  a  letter  from  you  at 
any  time  you  can  find  leisure  to  write  one. 
Yours  very  truly,  A.  LINCOLN. 
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*Letter  to  Mr.  White 

Springfield,  February  13,  i860. 

Friend  White:  Your  kind  note,  inclosing  the 
letter  of  Mr.  Billinghurst  is  just  received.  It 
so  happens  that  I  am  engaged  to  be  at  Brooklyn, 
on  the  evening  of  the  27th,  so  that,  of  course,  I 
cannot  be  in  Wisconsin  on  the  28th,  and  I  have 
so  written  Mr.  B. 

Thank  you  for  your  anticipations  of  the  future 
for  me,  as  well  as  for  your  many  past  kind- 
nesses. Your  friend  as  ever, 

A.  Lincoln. 
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Address  at  Cooper  Institute,  New  York, 
February  27,  1860/' 

MR.  PRESIDENT  and  Fellow-citi- 
zens of  New  York  :  The  facts  with 
which  I  shall  deal  this  evening  are 
mainly  old  and  familiar;  nor  is  there  anything 
new  in  the  general  use  I  shall  make  of  them. 
If  there  shall  be  any  novelty,  it  will  be  in  the 
mode  of  presenting  the  facts,  and  the  inferences 
and  observations  following  that  presentation. 
In  his  speech  last  autumn  at  Columbus,  Ohio, 
as  reported  in  the  "New-York  Times,"  Senator 
Douglas  said: 

*  Originally  Lincoln  had  been  invited  to  lecture  in  Plymouth 
Church,  Brooklyn,  but  financial  or  other  difficulties  arose  and  the 
engagement  was  taken  over  by  "  The  Young  Men's  Central  Re- 
publican Union  "  of  New  York  City,  which  had  determined  upon 
a  series  of  political  addresses.  It  was  not  until  he  reached 
New  York  that  Lincoln  became  fully  aware  of  the  change.  The 
audience  he  faced  in  Cooper  Institute  was  made  up  of  the  culture 
and  wealth  of  the  great  metropolis.  Horace  Greeley  and  David 
Dudley  Field  escorted  Lincoln  to  the  platform  and  William 
Cullen  Bryant  introduced  him.  The  speech  he  delivered  is  now 
acknowledged  one  of  the  greatest  efforts  of  his  life,  and  won 
instant  recognition  for  him  in  the  East.  It  is  supposed  to  have 
been  largely  instrumental  in  securing  his  nomination  for  the 
Presidency. 
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Our  fathers,  when  they  framed  the  government 
under  which  we  Hve,  understood  this  question  just 
as  well,  and  even  better,  than  we  do  now. 

I  fully  indorse  this,  and  I  adopt  it  as  a  text 
for  this  discourse.  I  so  adopt  it  because  it  fur- 
nishes a  precise  and  an  agreed  starting-point  for 
a  discussion  between  Republicans  and  that  wing 
of  the  Democracy  headed  by  Senator  Douglas. 
It  simply  leaves  the  inquiry:  What  was  the 
understanding  those  fathers  had  of  the  question 
mentioned? 

What  is  the  frame  of  government  under  which 
we  live?  The  answer  must  be,  "The  Constitution 
of  the  United  States."  That  Constitution  con- 
sists of  the  original,  framed  in  1787,  and  under 
which  the  present  government  first  went  into 
operation,  and  twelve  subsequently  framed 
amendments,  the  first  ten  of  which  were  framed 
in  1789. 

Who  were  our  fathers  that  framed  the  Con- 
stitution? I  suppose  the  "thirty-nine"  who 
signed  the  original  instrument  may  be  fairly 
called  our  fathers  who  framed  that  part  of  the 
present  government.  It  is  almost  exactly  true 
to  say  they  framed  it,  and  it  is  altogether  true  to 
say  they  fairly  represented  the  opinion  and 
sentiment  of  the  whole  nation  at  that  time. 
Their    names,    being    familiar    to    nearly    all, 
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and  accessible  to  quite  all,  need  not  now  be  re- 
peated. 

I  take  these  "thirty-nine,"  for  the  present,  as 
being  "our  fathers  who  framed  the  government 
under  which  we  live."  What  is  the  question 
which,  according  to  the  text,  those  fathers  un- 
derstood "just  as  well,  and  even  better,  than  we 
do  now"? 

It  is  this:  Does  the  proper  division  of  local 
from  Federal  authority,  or  anything  in  the  Con- 
stitution, forbid  our  Federal  Government  to 
control  as  to  slavery  in  our  Federal  Territories? 

Upon  this,  Senator  Douglas  holds  the  affirma- 
tive, and  Republicans  the  negative.  This  affir- 
mation and  denial  form  an  issue;  and  this  issue 
— this  question — is  pTecisely  what  the  text  de- 
clares our  fathers  understood  "better  than  we." 
Let  us  now  inquire  whether  the  "thirty-nine," 
or  any  of  them,  ever  acted  upon  this  question ; 
and  if  they  did,  how  they  acted  upon  it — how 
they  expressed  that  better  understanding.  In 
1784,  three  years  before  the  Constitution,  the 
United  States  then  owning  the  Northwestern 
Territory,  and  no  other,  the  Congress  of  the 
Confederation  had  before  them  the  question  of 
prohibiting  slavery  in  that  Territory;  and  four 
of  the  "thirty-nine"  who  afterward  framed  the 
Constitution  were  in  that  Congress,  and  voted  on 
that    question.     Of    these,     Roger     Sherman, 
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Thomas  Mifflin,  and  Hugh  Williamson  voted 
for  the  prohibition,  thus  showing  that,  in  their 
understanding,  no  line  dividing  local  from 
Federal  authority,  nor  anything  else,  properly 
forbade  the  Federal  Government  to  control  as 
to  slavery  in  Federal  territory.  The  other  of 
the  four,  James  McHenry,  voted  against  the 
prohibition,  showing  that  for  some  cause  he 
thought  it  improper  to  vote  for  it. 

In  1787,  still  before  the  Constitution,  but 
while  the  convention  was  in  session  framing  it, 
and  while  the  Northwestern  Territory  still  was 
the  only  Territory  owned  by  the  United  States, 
the  same  question  of  prohibiting  slavery  in  the 
Territory  again  came  before  the  Congress  of  the 
Confederation;  and  two  more  of  the  "thirty- 
nine"  who  afterward  signed  the  Constitution 
were  in  that  Congress,  and  voted  on  the  question. 
They  were  William  Blount  and  William  Few; 
and  they  both  voted  for  the  prohibition — thus 
showing  that  in  their  understanding  no  line 
dividing  local  from  Federal  authority,  nor  any- 
thing else,  properly  forbade  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  control  as  to  slavery  in  Federal  territory. 
This  time  the  prohibition  became  a  law,  being 
part  of  what  is  now  well  known  as  the  ordinance 
of  '87. 

The  question  of  Federal  control  of  slavery  in 
the  Territories  seems  not  to  have  been  directly 
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before  the  convention  which  framed  the  original 
Constitution;  and  hence  it  is  not  recorded  that 
the  "thirty-nine,"  or  any  of  them,  while  engaged 
on  that  instrument,  expressed  any  opinion  on 
that  precise  question. 

In  1789,  by  the  first  Congress  which  sat  under 
the  Constitution,  an  act  was  passed  to  enforce  the 
ordinance  of  '87,  including  the  prohibition  of 
slavery  in  the  Northwestern  Territory.  The 
bill  for  this  act  was  reported  by  one  of  the 
"thirty-nine" — Thomas  Fitzsimmons,  then  a 
member  of  the  House  of  Representatives  from 
Pennsylvania.  It  went  through  all  its  stages 
without  a  word  of  opposition,  and  finally  passed 
both  branches  without  ayes  and  nays,  which  is 
equivalent  to  a  unanimous  passage.  In  this  Con- 
gress there  were  sixteen  of  the  thirty-nine  fathers 
who  framed  the  original  Constitution.  They 
were  John  Langdon,  Nicholas  Oilman,  Wm.  S. 
Johnson,  Roger  Sherman,  Robert  Morris,  Thos. 
Fitzsimmons,  William  Few,  Abraham  Baldwin, 
Rufus  King,  William  Paterson,  George  Clymer, 
Richard  Bassett,  George  Read,  Pierce  Butler, 
Daniel  Carroll  and  James  Madison. 

This  shows  that,  in  their  understanding,  no 
line  dividing  local  from  Federal  authority,  nor 
anything  in  the  Constitution,  properly  forbade 
Congress  to  prohibit  slavery  in  the  Federal  ter- 
ritory; else  both  their  fidelity  to  correct  prin- 
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ciple,  and  their  oath  to  support  the  Constitution, 
would  have  constrained  them  to  oppose  the  pro- 
hibitions 

Again,  George  Washington,  another  of  the 
''thirty-nine,"  was  then  President  of  the  United 
States  and  as  such  approved  and  signed  the  bill, 
thus  completing  its  validity  as  a  law,  and  thus 
showing  that,  in  his  understanding,  no  line 
dividing  local  from  Federal  authority,  nor  any- 
thing in  the  Constitution,  forbade  the  Federal 
Government  to  control  as  to  slavery  in  Federal 
territory. 

No  great  while  after  the  adoption  of  the  orig- 
inal Constitution,  North  Carolina  ceded  to  the 
Federal  Government  the  country  now  constitut- 
ing the  State  of  Tennessee;  and  a  few  years 
later  Georgia  ceded  that  which  now  constitutes 
the  States  of  Mississippi  and  Alabama.  In  both 
deeds  of  cession  it  was  made  a  condition  by  the 
ceding  States  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  not  prohibit  slavery  in  the  ceded  country. 
Besides  this,  slavery  was  then  actually  in  the 
ceded  country.  Under  these  circumstances,  Con- 
gress, on  taking  charge  of  these  countries,  did 
not  absolutely  prohibit  slavery  within  them. 
But  they  did  interfere  with  it — take  control  of  it 
— even  there,  to  a  certain  extent.  In  1798  Con- 
gress organized  the  Territory  of  Mississippi.  In 
the  act  of  organization  they  prohibited  the  bring- 
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ing  of  slaves  into  the  Territory  from  any  place 
without  the  United  States,  by  fine,  and  giving 
freedom  to  slaves  so  brought.  This  act"  passed 
both  branches  of  Congress  without  yeas  and  nays. 
In  that  Congress  were  three  of  the  ^'thirty-nine" 
who  framed  the  original  Constitution.  They 
were  John  Langdon,  George  Read,  and  Abra- 
ham Baldwin.  They  all  probably  voted  for  it. 
Certainly  they  would  have  placed  their  opposi- 
tion to  it  upon  record  if,  in  their  understanding, 
any  line  dividing  local  from  Federal  authority, 
or  anything  in  the  Constitution,  properly  for- 
bade the  Federal  Government  to  control  as  to 
slavery  in  Federal  territory. 

In  1803  the  Federal  Government  purchased 
the  Louisiana  country.  Our  former  territorial 
acquisitions  came  from  certain  of  our  own 
States;  but  this  Louisiana  country  was  acquired 
from  a  foreign  nation.  In  1804  Congress  gave  a 
territorial  organization  to  that  part  of  it  which 
now  constitutes  the  State  of  Louisiana.  New 
Orleans,  lying  within  that  part,  was  an  old  and 
comparatively  large  city.  There  were  other  con- 
siderable towns  and  settlements,  and  slavery  was 
extensively  and  thoroughly  intermingled  with 
the  people.  Congress  did  not,  in  the  Territorial 
Act,  prohibit  slavery;  but  they  did  interfere  with 
it — take  control  of  it — in  a  more  marked  and 
extensive  way  than  they  did  in  the  case  of  Mis- 
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sissippi.  The  substance  of  the  provision  therein 
made  in  relation  to  slaves  was : 

ist.  That  no  slave  should  be  imported  into  the 
Territory  from  foreign  parts. 

2d.  That  no  slave  should  be  carried  into  it 
who  had  been  imported  into  the  United  States 
since  the  first  day  of  May,  1798. 

3d.  That  no  slave  should  be  carried  into  it, 
except  by  the  owner,  and  for  his  own  use  as  a 
settler;  the  penalty  in  all  the  cases  being  a  fine 
upon  the  violator  of  the  law,  and  freedom  to  the 
slave. 

This  act  also  was  passed  without  ayes  or  nays. 
In  the  Congress  which  passed  it  there  were 
two  of  the  "thirty-nine."  They  were  Abraham 
Baldwin  and  Jonathan  Dayton.  As  stated  in  the 
case  of  Mississippi,  it  is  probable  they  both  voted 
for  it.  They  would  not  have  allowed  it  to  pass 
without  recording  their  opposition  to  it  if,  in 
their  understanding,  it  violated  either  the  line 
properly  dividing  local  from  Federal  authority, 
or  any  provision  of  the  Constitution. 

In  1819-20  came  and  passed  the  Missouri 
question.  Many  votes  were  taken,  by  yeas  and 
nays,  in  both  branches  of  Congress,  upon  the 
various  phases  of  the  general  question.  Two  of 
the  "thirty-nine" — Rufus  King  and  Charles 
Pinckney — were  members  of  that  Congress. 
Mr.  King  steadily  voted  for  slavery  prohibition 
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and  against  all  compromises,  while  Mr.  Pinck- 
ney  as  steadily  voted  against  slavery  prohibition 
and  against  all  compromises.  By  this,  Mr.  King 
showed  that,  in  his  understanding,  no  line  divid- 
ing local  from  Federal  authority,  nor  anything 
in  the  Constitution,  was  violated  by  Congress 
prohibiting  slavery  in  Federal  territory;  while 
Mr.  Pinckney,  by  his  votes,  showed  that,  in  his 
understanding,  there  was  some  sufficient  reason 
for  opposing  such  prohibition  in  that  case. 

The  cases  I  have  mentioned  are  the  only  acts 
of  the  "thirty-nine,"  or  of  any  of  them,  upon  the 
direct  issue,  which  I  have  been  able  to  discover. 

To  enumerate  the  persons  who  thus  acted  as 
being  four  in  1784,  two  in  1787,  seventeen  in 
1789,  three  in  1798,  two  in  1804,  and  two  in 
1819-20,  there  would  be  thirty  of  them.  But  this 
would  be  counting  John  Langdon,  Roger  Sher- 
man, William  Few,  Rufus  King,  and  George 
Read  each  twice,  and  Abraham  Baldwin  three 
times.  The  true  number  of  those  of  the  "thirty- 
nine"  whom  I  have  shown  to  have  acted  upon  the 
question  which,  by  the  text,  they  understood 
better  than  we,  is  twenty-three,  leaving  sixteen 
not  shown  to  have  acted  upon  it  in  any  way. 

Here,  then,  we  have  twenty-three  out  of  our 
thirty-nine  fathers  "who  framed  the  government 
under  which  we  live,"  who  have,  upon  their 
official  responsibility  and  their  corporal  oaths, 
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acted  upon  the  very  question  which  the  text  af- 
firms they  "understood  just  as  well,  and  even 
better,  than  we  do  now";  and  twenty-one  of 
them — a  clear  majority  of  the  whole  "thirty- 
nine" — so  acting  upon  it  as  to  make  them  guilty 
of  gross  political  impropriety  and  wilful  perjury 
if,  in  their  understanding,  any  proper  division 
between  local  and  Federal  authority,  or  any- 
thing in  the  Constitution  they  had  made  them- 
selves, and  sworn  to  support,  forbade  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  control  as  to  slavery  in  the 
Federal  Territories.  Thus  the  twenty-one 
acted ;  and,  as  actions  speak  louder  than  words, 
so  actions  under  such  responsibility  speak  still 
louder. 

Two  of  the  twenty-three  voted  against  con- 
gressional prohibition  of  slavery  in  the  Federal 
Territories,  in  the  instances  in  which  they  acted 
upon  the  question.  But  for  what  reasons  they 
so  voted  is  not  known.  They  may  have  done 
so  because  they  thought  a  proper  division  of 
local  from  Federal  authority,  or  some  provision 
or  principle  of  the  Constitution,  stood  in  the 
way;  or  they  may,  without  any  such  question, 
have  voted  against  the  prohibition  on  what  ap- 
peared to  them  to  be  sufficient  grounds  of  ex- 
pediency. No  one  who  has  sworn  to  support 
the  Constitution  can  conscientiously  vote  for 
what  he  understands  to  be  an  unconstitutional 
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measure,  however  expedient  he  may  think  it; 
but  one  may  and  ought  to  vote  against  a 
measure  which  he  deems  constitutional  if, 
at  the  same  time,  he  deems  it  inexpedient.  It, 
therefore,  would  be  unsafe  to  set  down  even  the 
two  who  voted  against  the  prohibition  as  having 
done  so  because,  in  their  understanding,  any 
proper  division  of  local  from  Federal  authority, 
or  anything  in  the  Constitution,  forbade  the 
Federal  Government  to  control  as  to  slavery  in 
Federal  territory. 

The  remaining  sixteen  of  the  "thirty-nine,"  so 
far  as  I  have  discovered,  have  left  no  record  of 
their  understanding  upon  the  direct  question  of 
Federal  control  of  slavery  in  the  Federal  Terri- 
tories. But  there  is  much  reason  to  believe  that 
their  understanding  upon  that  question  would 
not  have  appeared  dififerent  from  that  of  their 
twenty-three  compeers,  had  it  been  manifested 
at  all. 

For  the  purpose  of  adhering  rigidly  to  the 
text,  I  have  purposely  omitted  whatever  under- 
standing may  have  been  manifested  by  any  per- 
son, however  distinguished,  other  than  the 
thirty-nine  fathers  who  framed  the  original  Con- 
stitution; and,  for  the  same  reason,  I  have  also 
omitted  whatever  understanding  may  have  been 
manifested  by  any  of  the  "thirty-nine"  even  on 
any  other  phase  of  the  general  question  of  slav- 
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ery.  If  we  should  look  into  their  acts  and 
declarations  on  those  other  phases,  as  the  foreign 
slave-trade,  and  the  morality  and  policy  of  slav- 
ery generally,  it  would  appear  to  us  that  on 
the  direct  question  of  Federal  control  of  slavery 
in  Federal  Territories,  the  sixteen,  if  they  had 
acted  at  all,  would  probably  have  acted  just  as 
the  twenty-three  did.  Among  that  sixteen  were 
several  of  the  most  noted  antislavery  men  of 
those  times, — as  Dr.  Franklin,  Alexander  Ham- 
ilton, and  Gouverneur  Morris, — while  there 
was  not  one  now  known  to  have  been  otherwise, 
unless  it  may  be  John  Rutledge,  of  South  Car- 
olina. 

The  sum  of  the  whole  is  that  of  our  thirty-nine 
fathers  who  framed  the  original  Constitution, 
twenty-one — a  clear  majority  of  the  whole — cer- 
tainly understood  that  no  proper  division  of  lo- 
cal from  Federal  authority,  nor  any  part  of  the 
Constitution,  forbade  the  Federal  Government 
to  control  slavery  in  the  Federal  Territories; 
while  all  the  rest  had  probably  the  same  under- 
standing. Such,  unquestionably,  was  the  un- 
derstanding of  our  fathers  who  framed  the  orig- 
inal Constitution ;  and  the  text  affirms  that  they 
understood  the  question  "better  than  we." 

But,  so  far,  I  have  been  considering  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  question  manifested  by  the 
framers  of  the  original  Constitution.     In  and 
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by  the  original  instrument,  a  mode  was  provided 
for  amending  it;  and,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
the  present  frame  of  "the  government  under 
which  we  live"  consists  of  that  original,  and 
twelve  amendatory  articles  framed  and  adopt- 
ed since.  Those  who  now  insist  that  Federal 
control  of  slavery  in  Federal  Territories  vio- 
lates the  Constitution,  point  us  to  the  provisions 
which  they  suppose  it  thus  violates;  and,  as  I 
understand,  they  all  fix  upon  provisions  in  these 
amendatory  articles,  and  not  in  the  original  in- 
strument. The  Supreme  Court,  in  the  Dred 
Scott  case,  plant  themselves  upon  the  Fifth 
Amendment,  which  provides  that  no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  "life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law";  while  Senator 
Douglas  and  his  peculiar  adherents  plant  them- 
selves upon  the  Tenth  Amendment,  providing 
that  "the  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United 
States  by  the  Constitution"  "are  reserved  to  the 
States  respectively,  or  to  the  people." 

Now,  it  so  happens  that  these  amendments 
were  framed  by  the  first  Congress  which  sat  un- 
der the  Constitution — the  identical  Congress 
which  passed  the  act,  already  mentioned,  en- 
forcing the  prohibition  of  slavery  in  the  North- 
western Territory.  Not  only  was  it  the  same 
Congress,  but  they  were  the  identical,  same  in- 
dividual men  who,  at  the  same  session,  and  at 
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the  same  time  within  the  session,  had  under 
consideration,  and  in  progress  toward  maturity, 
these  constitutional  amendments,  and  this  act 
prohibiting  slavery  in  all  the  territory  the  na- 
tion then  owned.  The  constitutional  amend- 
ments were  introduced  before,  and  passed  after, 
the  act  enforcing  the  ordinance  of  '87;  so  that, 
during  the  whole  pendency  of  the  act  to  en- 
force the  ordinance,  the  constitutional  amend- 
ments were  also  pending. 

The  seventy-six  members  of  that  Congress,  in- 
cluding sixteen  of  the  framers  of  the  original 
Constitution,  as  before  stated,  were  preeminent- 
ly our  fathers  who  framed  that  part  of  "the 
government  under  which  we  live"  which  is  now 
claimed  as  forbidding  the  Federal  Government 
to  control  slavery  in  the  Federal  Territories. 

Is  it  not  a  little  presumptuous  in  any  one  at 
this  day  to  affirm  that  the  two  things  which  that 
Congress  deliberately  framed,  and  carried  to 
maturity  at  the  same  time,  are  absolutely  incon- 
sistent with  each  other?  And  does  not  such 
affirmation  become  impudently  absurd  when 
coupled  with  the  other  affirmation,  from  the 
same  mouth,  that  those  who  did  the  two  things 
alleged  to  be  inconsistent,  understood  whether 
they  really  were  inconsistent  better  than  we — 
better  than  he  who  affirms  that  they  are  incon- 
sistent? 
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It  is  surely  safe  to  assume  that  the  thirty-nine 
framers  of  the  original  Constitution,  and  the 
seventy-six  members  of  the  Congress  which 
framed  the  amendments  thereto,  taken  together, 
do  certainly  include  those  who  may  be  fairly 
called  "our  fathers  who  framed  the  government 
under  which  we  live."  And  so  assuming,  I  defy 
any  man  to  show  that  any  one  of  them  ever,  in 
his  whole  life,  declared  that,  in  his  understand- 
ing, any  proper  division  of  local  from  Federal 
authority,  or  any  part  of  the  Constitution,  for- 
bade the  Federal  Government  to  control  as  to 
slavery  in  the  Federal  Territories.  I  go  a  step 
further.  I  defy  any  one  to  show  that  any  living 
man  in  the  whole  world  ever  did,  prior  to  the 
beginning  of  the  present  century  (and  I  might 
almost  say  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  last 
half  of  the  present  century),  declare  that,  in  his 
understanding,  any  proper  division  of  local 
from  Federal  authority,  or  any  part  of  the  Con- 
stitution, forbade  the  Federal  Government  to 
control  as  to  slavery  in  the  Federal  Territories. 
To  those  who  now  so  declare  I  give  not  only 
"our  fathers  who  frames  the  government  under 
which  we  live,"  but  with  them  all  other  living 
men  within  the  century  in  which  it  was  framed, 
among  whom  to  search,  and  they  shall  not  be 
able  to  find  the  evidence  of  a  single  man  agree- 
ing with  them. 
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Now,  and  here,  let  me  guard  a  little  against 
being  misunderstood.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  we 
are  bound  to  follow  implicitly  in  whatever  our 
fathers  did.  To  do  so  would  be  to  discard  all 
the  lights  of  current  experience — to  reject  all 
progress,  all  improvement.  What  I  do  say  is 
that  if  we  would  supplant  the  opinions  and 
policy  of  our  fathers  in  any  case,  we  should  do 
so  upon  evidence  so  conclusive,  and  argument 
so  clear,  that  even  their  great  authority,  fairly 
considered  and  weighed,  cannot  stand;  and  most 
surely  not  in  a  case  whereof  we  ourselves  de- 
clare they  understood  the  question  better  than 
we. 

If  any  man  at  this  day  sincerely  believes  that 
a  proper  division  of  local  from  Federal  author- 
ity, or  any  part  of  the  Constitution,  forbids  the 
Federal  Government  to  control  as  to  slavery  in 
the  Federal  Territories,  he  is  right  to  say  so,  and 
to  enforce  his  position  by  all  truthful  evidence 
and  fair  argument  which  he  can.  But  he  has  no 
right  to  mislead  others,  who  have  less  access  to 
history,  and  less  leisure  to  study  it,  into  the  false 
belief  that  "our  fathers  who  framed  the  govern- 
ment under  which  we  live"  were  of  the  same 
opinion — thus  substituting  falsehood  and  decep- 
tion for  truthful  evidence  and  fair  argument.  If 
any  man  at  this  day  sincerely  believes  "our 
fathers  who  framed  the  government  under  which 
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we  live"  used  and  applied  principles,  in  other 
cases,  which  ought  to  have  led  them  to  under- 
stand that  a  proper  division  of  local  from  Fed- 
eral authority,  or  some  part  of  the  Constitution, 
forbids  the  Federal  Government  to  control  as  to 
slavery  in  the  Federal  Territories,  he  is  right  to 
say  so.  But  he  should,  at  the  same  time,  brave 
the  responsibility  of  declaring  that,  in  his  opin- 
ion, he  understands  their  principles  better  than 
they  did  themselves;  and  especially  should  he 
not  shirk  that  responsibility  by  asserting  that 
they  "understood  the  question  just  as  well,  and 
even  better,  than  we  do  now." 

But  enough!  Let  all  who  believe  that  "our 
fathers  who  framed  the  government  under  which 
we  live  understood  this  question  just  as  well,  and 
even  better,  than  we  do  now,"  speak  as  they 
spoke,  and  act  as  they  acted  upon  it.  This  is  all 
Republicans  ask — all  Republicans  desire — in  re- 
lation to  slavery.  As  those  fathers  marked  it,  so 
let  it  be  again  marked,  as  an  evil  not  to  be  ex- 
tended, but  to  be  tolerated  and  protected  only 
because  of  and  so  far  as  its  actual  presence 
among  us  makes  that  toleration  and  protection 
a  necessity.  Let  all  the  guaranties  those  fathers 
gave  it  be  not  grudgingly,  but  fully  and  fairly, 
maintained.  For  this  Republicans  contend,  and 
with  this,  so  far  as  I  know  or  believe,  they  will 
be  content. 
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And  now,  if  they  would  listen, — as  I  suppose 
they  will  not, — I  would  address  a  few  words  to 
the  Southern  people. 

I  would  say  to  them :  You  consider  yourselves 
a  reasonable  and  a  just  people;  and  I  consider 
that  in  the  general  qualities  of  reason  and  justice 
you  are  not  inferior  to  any  other  people.  Still, 
when  you  speak  of  us  Republicans,  you  do  so 
only  to  denounce  us  as  reptiles,  or,  at  the  best,  as 
no  better  than  outlaws.  You  will  grant  a  hear- 
ing to  pirates  or  murderers,  but  nothing  like  it 
to  "Black  Republicans."  In  all  your  conten- 
tions with  one  another,  each  of  you  deems  an  un- 
conditional condemnation  of  "Black  Republi- 
canism" as  the  first  thing  to  be  attended  to.  In- 
deed, such  condemnation  of  us  seems  to  be  an 
indispensable  prerequisite — license,  so  to  speak 
— among  you  to  be  admitted  or  permitted  to 
speak  at  all.  Now  can  you  or  not  be  prevailed 
upon  to  pause  and  to  consider  whether  this  is 
quite  just  to  us,  or  even  to  yourselves?  Bring 
forward  your  charges  and  specifications,  and 
then  be  patient  long  enough  to  hear  us  deny  or 
justify. 

You  say  we  are  sectional.  We  deny  it.  That 
makes  an  issue;  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
you.  You  produce  your  proof;  and  what  is  it? 
Why,  that  our  party  has  no  existence  in  your  sec- 
tion— gets  no  votes  in  your  section.    The  fact  is 


i86o]      Cooper   Institute   Address       311 

substantially  true;  but  does  it  prove  the  issue? 
If  it  does,  then  in  case  we  should,  without  change 
of  principle,  begin  to  get  votes  in  your  section, 
we  should  thereby  cease  to  be  sectional.  You 
cannot  escape  this  conclusion;  and  yet,  are  you 
willing  to  abide  by  it?  If  you  are,  you  will 
probably  soon  find  that  we  have  ceased  to  be 
sectional,  for  we  shall  get  votes  in  your  section 
this  very  year.  You  will  then  begin  to  discover, 
as  the  truth  plainly  is,  that  your  proof  does  not 
touch  the  issue.  The  fact  that  we  get  no  votes  in 
your  section  is  a  fact  of  your  making,  and  not  of 
ours.  And  if  there  be  fault  in  that  fact,  that 
fault  is  primarily  yours,  and  remains  so  until  you 
show  that  we  repel  you  by  some  wrong  principle 
or  practice.  If  we  do  repel  you  by  any  wrong 
principle  or  practice,  the  fault  is  ours;  but  this 
brings  you  to  where  you  ought  to  have  started 
— to  a  discussion  of  the  right  or  wrong  of  our 
principle.  If  our  principle,  put  in  practice, 
would  wrong  your  section  for  the  benefit  of  ours, 
or  for  any  other  object,  then  our  principle,  and 
we  with  it,  are  sectional,  and  are  justly  opposed 
and  denounced  as  such.  Meet  us,  then,  on  the 
question  of  whether  our  principle,  put  in  prac- 
tice, would  wrong  your  section;  and  so  meet  us 
as  if  it  were  possible  that  something  may  be  said 
on  our  side.  Do  you  accept  the  challenge?  No! 
Then  you  really  believe  that  the  principle  which 
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"our  fathers  who  framed  the  government  under 
which  we  live"  thought  so  clearly  right  as  to 
adopt  it,  and  indorse  it  again  and  again,  upon 
their  official  oaths,  is  in  fact  so  clearly  wrong  as 
to  demand  your  condemnation  without  a  mo- 
ment's consideration. 

Some  of  you  delight  to  flaunt  in  our  faces  the 
warning  against  sectional  parties  given  by  Wash- 
ington in  his  Farewell  Address.  Less  than 
eight  years  before  Washington  gave  that  warn- 
ing, he  had,  as  President  of  the  United  States, 
approved  and  signed  an  act  of  Congress  enforc- 
ing the  prohibition  of  slavery  in  the  North- 
western Territory,  which  act  embodied  the 
policy  of  the  government  upon  that  subject  up 
to  and  at  the  very  moment  he  penned  that  warn- 
ing; and  about  one  year  after  he  penned  it,  he 
wrote  Lafayette  that  he  considered  that  prohibi- 
tion a  wise  measure,  expressing  in  the  same 
connection  his  hope  that  we  should  at  some  time 
have  a  confederacy  of  free  States. 

Bearing  this  in  mind,  and  seeing  that  section- 
alism has  since  arisen  upon  this  same  subject,  is 
that  warning  a  weapon  in  your  hands  against  us, 
or  in  our  hands  against  you?  Could  Washing- 
ton himself  speak,  would  he  cast  the  blame  of 
that  sectionalism  upon  us,  who  sustain  his  policy, 
or  upon  you,  who  repudiate  it?  We  respect  that 
warning  of  Washington,  and  we  commend  it  to 
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you,  together  with  his  example  pointing  to  the 
right  application  of  it. 

But  you  say  you  are  conservative — eminently 
conservative — while  we  arc  revolutionary,  de- 
structive, or  something  of  the  sort.  What  is 
conservatism?  Is  it  not  adherence  to  the  old  and 
tried,  against  the  new  and  untried?  We  stick 
to,  contend  for,  the  identical  old  policy  on  the 
point  in  controversy  which  was  adopted  by  "our 
fathers  who  framed  the  government  under  which 
we  live" ;  while  you  with  one  accord  reject,  and 
scout,  and  spit  upon  that  old  policy,  and  insist 
upon  substituting  something  new.  True,  you 
disagree  among  yourselves  as  to  what  that  sub- 
stitute shall  be.  You  are  divided  on  new  propo- 
sitions and  plans,  but  you  are  unanimous  in 
rejecting  and  denouncing  the  old  policy  of  the 
fathers.  Some  of  you  are  for  reviving  the  for- 
eign slave-trade;  some  for  a  congressional  slave 
code  for  the  Territories;  some  for  Congress  for- 
bidding the  Territories  to  prohibit  slavery  with- 
in their  limits;  some  for  maintaining  slavery  in 
the  Territories  through  the  judiciary;  some  for 
the  "gur-reat  pur-rinciple"  that  "if  one  man 
would  enslave  another,  no  third  man  should  ob- 
ject," fantastically  called  "popular  sovereignty"; 
but  never  a  man  among  you  is  in  favor  of  Federal 
prohibition  of  slavery  in  Federal  Territories, 
according  to  the  practice  of  "our  fathers  who 
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framed  the  government  under  which  we  live." 
Not  one  of  all  your  various  plans  can  show  a 
precedent  or  an  advocate  in  the  century  within 
which  our  government  originated.  Consider, 
then,  whether  your  claim  of  conservatism  for 
yourselves,  and  your  charge  of  destructiveness 
against  us,  are  based  on  the  most  clear  and 
stable  foundations. 

Again,  you  say  we  have  made  the  slavery 
question  more  prominent  than  it  formerly  was. 
We  deny  it.  We  admit  that  it  is  more  promi- 
nent, but  we  deny  that  we  made  it  so.  It  was  not 
we,  but  you,  who  discarded  the  old  policy  of  the 
fathers.  We  resisted,  and  still  resist,  your  in- 
novation; and  thence  comes  the  greater  promi- 
nence of  the  question.  Would  you  have  that 
question  reduced  to  its  former  proportions?  Go 
back  to  that  old  policy.  What  has  been  will  be 
again,  under  the  same  conditions.  If  you  would 
have  the  peace  of  the  old  times,  readopt  the 
precepts  and  policy  of  the  old  times. 

You  charge  that  we  stir  up  insurrections 
among  your  slaves.  We  deny  it;  and  what  is 
your  proof?  Harper's  Ferry!  John  Brown!  ! 
John  Brown  was  no  Republican;  and  you  have 
failed  to  implicate  a  single  Republican  in  his 
Harper's  Ferry  enterprise.  If  any  member  of 
our  party  is  guilty  in  that  matter,  you  know  it, 
or  you  do  not  know  it.    If  you  do  know  it,  you 
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are  inexcusable  for  not  designating  the  man  and 
proving  the  fact.  If  you  do  not  know  it,  you  are 
inexcusable  for  asserting  it,  and  especially  for 
persisting  in  the  assertion  after  you  have  tried 
and  failed  to  make  the  proof.  You  need  not 
be  told  that  persisting  in  a  charge  which  one 
does  not  know  to  be  true,  is  simply  malicious 
slander. 

Some  of  you  admit  that  no  Republican  de- 
signedly aided  or  encouraged  the  Harper's 
Ferry  affair,  but  still  insist  that  our  doctrines 
and  declarations  necessarily  lead  to  such  results. 
We  do  not  believe  it.  We  know  we  hold  no 
doctrine,  and  make  no  declaration,  which  were 
not  held  to  and  made  by  "our  fathers  who 
framed  the  government  under  which  we  live." 
You  never  dealt  fairly  by  us  in  relation  to  this 
affair.  When  it  occurred,  some  important  State 
elections  were  near  at  hand,  and  you  were  in 
evident  glee  with  the  belief  that,  by  charging 
the  blame  upon  us,  you  could  get  an  advantage 
of  us  in  those  elections.  The  elections  came, 
and  your  expectations  were  not  quite  fulfilled. 
Every  Republican  man  knew  that,  as  to  himself 
at  least,  your  charge  was  a  slander,  and  he  was 
not  much  inclined  by  it  to  cast  his  vote  in  your 
favor.  Republican  doctrines  and  declarations 
are  accompanied  with  a  continual  protest 
against    any  interference  whatever  with    your 


3i6  Abraham   Lincoln         [Feb.  27 

slaves,  or  with  you  about  your  slaves.  Surely, 
this  does  not  encourage  them  to  revolt.  True, 
we  do,  in  common  with  "our  fathers  who  framed 
the  government  under  which  we  live,"  declare 
our  belief  that  slavery  is  wrong;  but  the  slaves 
do  not  hear  us  declare  even  this.  For  anything 
we  say  or  do,  the  slaves  would  scarcely  know 
there  is  a  Republican  party.  I  believe  they 
would  not,  in  fact,  generally  know  it  but  for 
your  misrepresentations  of  us  in  their  hearing. 
In  your  political  contests  among  yourselves, 
each  faction  charges  the  other  with  sympathy 
with  Black  Republicanism;  and 'then,  to  give 
point  to  the  charge,  defines  Black  Republican- 
ism to  simply  be  insurrection,  blood,  and 
thunder  among  the  slaves. 

Slave  insurrections  are  no  more  common  now 
than  they  were  before  the  Republican  party 
was  organized.  What  induced  the  Southamp- 
ton insurrection,  twenty-eight  years  ago,  in 
which  at  least  three  times  as  many  lives  were 
lost  as  at  Harper's  Ferry?  You  can  scarcely 
stretch  your  very  elastic  fancy  to  the  conclusion 
that  Southampton  was  "got  up  by  Black  Re- 
publicanism." In  the  present  state  of  things  in 
the  United  States,  I  do  not  think  a  general,  or 
even  a  very  extensive,  slave  insurrection  is  pos- 
sible. The  indispensable  concert  of  action  can- 
not be  attained.    The  slaves  have  no  means  of 
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rapid  communication;  nor  can  incendiary  free- 
men, black  or  white,  supply  it.  The  explosive 
materials  are  everywhere  in  parcels;  but  there 
neither  are,  nor  can  be  supplied,  the  indispens- 
able connecting  trains. 

Much  is  said  by  Southern  people  about  the 
affection  of  slaves  for  their  masters  and  mis- 
tresses; and  a  part  of  it,  at  least,  is  true.  A 
plot  for  an  uprising  could  scarcely  be  devised 
and  communicated  to  twenty  individuals  before 
some  one  of  them,  to  save  the  life  of  a  favorite 
master  or  mistress,  would  divulge  it.  This  is 
the  rule ;  and  the  slave  revolution  in  Hayti  was 
not  an  exception  to  it,  but  a  case  occurring 
under  peculiar  circumstances.  The  gunpowder 
plot  of  British  history,  though  not  connected 
with  slaves,  was  more  in  point.  In  that  case, 
only  about  twenty  were  admitted  to  the  secret; 
and  yet  one  of  them,  in  his  anxiety  to  save  a 
friend,  betrayed  the  plot  to  that  friend,  and,  by 
consequence,  averted  the  calamity.  Occasional 
poisonings  from  the  kitchen,  and  open  or 
stealthy  assassinations  in  the  field,  and  local  re- 
volts extending  to  a  score  or  so,  will  continue  to 
occur  as  the  natural  results  of  slavery;  but  no 
general  insurrection  of  slaves,  as  I  think,  can 
happen  in  this  country  for  a  long  time.  Who- 
ever much  fears,  or  much  hopes,  for  such  an 
event,  will  be  alike  disappointed. 
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In  the  language  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  uttered 
many  years  ago,  "It  is  still  in  our  power  to 
direct  the  process  of  emancipation  and  depor- 
tation peaceably,  and  in  such  slow  degrees,  as 
that  the  evil  will  wear  off  insensibly;  and  their 
places  be,  pari  passu,  filled  up  by  free  white 
laborers.  If,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  left  to  force 
itself  on,  human  nature  must  shudder  at  the 
prospect  held  up." 

Mr.  Jefferson  did  not  mean  to  say,  nor  do  I, 
that  the  power  of  emancipation  is  in  the  Federal 
Government.  He  spoke  of  Virginia;  and,  as  to 
the  power  of  emancipation,  I  speak  of  the  slave- 
holding  States  only.  The  Federal  Government, 
however,  as  we  insist,  has  the  power  of  restrain- 
ing the  extension  of  the  institution — the  power 
to  insure  that  a  slave  insurrection  shall  never 
occur  on  any  American  soil  which  is  now  free 
from  slavery. 

John  Brown's  effort  was  peculiar.  It  was  not 
a  slave  insurrection.  It  was  an  attempt  by  white 
men  to  get  up  a  revolt  among  slaves,  in  which 
the  slaves  refused  to  participate.  In  fact,  it  was 
so  absurd  that  the  slaves,  with  all  their  ignor- 
ance, saw  plainly  enough  it  could  not  succeed. 
That  affair,  in  its  philosophy,  corresponds  with 
the  many  attempts,  related  in  history,  at  the 
assassination  of  kings  and  emperors.  An  en- 
thusiast broods  over  the  oppression  of  a  people 
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till  he  fancies  himself  commissioned  by  Heaven 
to  liberate  them.  He  ventures  the  attempt, 
which  ends  in  little  else  than  his  own  execution. 
Orsini's  attempt  on  Louis  Napoleon,  and  John 
Brown's  attempt  at  Harper's  Ferry,  were,  in 
their  philosophy,  precisely  the  same.  The 
eagerness  to  cast  blame  on  old  England  in  the 
one  case,  and  on  New  England  in  the  other, 
does  not  disprove  the  sameness  of  the  two  things. 
And  how  much  would  it  avail  you,  if  you 
could,  by  the  use  of  John  Brown,  Helper's 
Book,  and  the  like,  break  up  the  Republican 
organization?  Human  action  can  be  modified 
to  some  extent,  but  human  nature  cannot  be 
changed.  There  is  a  judgment  and  a  feeling 
against  slavery  in  this  nation,  which  cast  at  least 
a  million  and  a  half  of  votes.  You  cannot 
destroy  that  judgment  and  feeling — that  senti- 
ment— by  breaking  up  the  political  organiza- 
tion which  rallies  around  it.  You  can  scarcely 
scatter  and  disperse  an  army  which  has  been 
formed  into  order  in  the  face  of  your  heaviest 
fire;  but  if  you  could,  how  much  would  you 
gain  by  forcing  the  sentiment  which  created  it 
out  of  the  peaceful  channel  of  the  ballot-box 
into  some  other  channel?  What  would  that 
other  channel  probably  be?  Would  the  number 
of  John  Browns  be  lessened  or  enlarged  by  the 
operation? 
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But  you  will  break  up  the  Union  rather  than 
submit  to  a  denial  of  your  constitutional  rights. 

That  has  a  somewhat  reckless  sound;  but  it 
would  be  palliated,  if  not  fully  justified,  were 
we  proposing,  by  the  mere  force  of  numbers,  to 
deprive  you  of  some  right  plainly  written  down 
in  the  Constitution.  But  we  are  proposing  no 
such  thing. 

When  you  make  these  declarations  you  have 
a  specific  and  well-understood  allusion  to  an 
assumed  constitutional  right  of  yours  to  take 
slaves  into  the  Federal  Territories,  and  to  hold 
them  there  as  property.  But  no  such  right  is 
specifically  written  in  the  Constitution.  That 
instrument  is  literally  silent  about  any  such 
right.  We,  on  the  contrary,  deny  that  such  a 
right  has  any  existence  in  the  Constitution,  even 
by  implication. 

Your  purpose,  then,  plainly  stated,  is  that 
you  will  destroy  the  government,  unless  you  be 
allowed  to  construe  and  force  the  Constitution 
as  you  please,  on  all  points  in  dispute  between 
you  and  us.    You  will  rule  or  ruin  in  all  events. 

This,  plainly  stated,  is  your  language.  Per- 
haps you  will  say  the  Supreme  Court  has  de- 
cided the  disputed  constitutional  question  in 
your  favor.  Not  quite  so.  But  waiving  the 
lawyer's  distinction  between  dictum  and  deci- 
sion, the  court  has  decided  the  question  for  you 
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in  a  sort  of  way.  The  court  has  substantially 
said,  it  is  your  constitutional  right  to  take  slaves 
into  the  Federal  Territories,  and  to  hold  them 
there  as  property.  When  I  say  the  decision  was 
made  in  a  sort  of  way,  I  mean  it  was  made  in  a 
divided  court,  by  a  bare  majority  of  the  judges, 
and  they  not  quite  agreeing  with  one  another  in 
the  reasons  for  making  it;  that  it  is  so  made  as 
that  its  avowed  supporters  disagree  with  one 
another  about  its  meaning,  and  that  it  was  main- 
ly based  upon  a  mistaken  statement  of  fact — 
the  statement  in  the  opinion  that  "the  right  of 
property  in  a  slave  is  distinctly  and  expressly 
affirmed  in  the  Constitution." 

An  inspection  of  the  Constitution  will  show 
that  the  right  of  property  in  a  slave  is  not  "dis- 
tinctly and  expressly  affirmed"  in  it.  Bear  in 
mind,  the  judges  do  not  pledge  their  judicial 
opinion  that  such  right  is  impliedly  affirmed  in 
the  Constitution;  but  they  pledge  their  veracity 
that  it  is  "distinctly  and  expressly"  affirmed 
there — "distinctly,"  that  is,  not  mingled  with 
anything  else — "expressly,"  that  is,  in  words 
meaning  just  that,  without  the  aid  of  any  infer- 
ence, and  susceptible  of  no  other  meaning. 

If  they  had  only  pledged  their  judicial  opin- 
ion that  such  right  is  affirmed  in  the  instru- 
ment by  implication,  it  would  be  open  to  others 
to   show   that   neither   the    word    "slave"    nor 


322  Abraham   Lincoln         [Feb.  27 

"slavery"  is  to  be  found  in  the  Constitution,  nor 
the  word  "property"  even,  in  any  connection 
with  language  alluding  to  the  things  slave,  or 
slavery;  and  that  wherever  in  that  instrument 
the  slave  is  alludbd  to,  he  is  called  a  "person"; 
and  wherever  his  master's  legal  right  in  relation 
to  him  is  alluded  to,  it  is  spoken  of  as  "service 
or  labor  which  may  be  due" — as  a  debt  payable 
in  service  or  labor.  Also  it  would  be  open  to 
show,  by  contemporaneous  history,  that  this 
mode  of  alluding  to  slaves  and  slavery,  instead 
of  speaking  of  them,  was  employed  on  purpose 
to  exclude  from  the  Constitution  the  idea  that 
there  could  be  property  in  man. 

To  show  all  this  is  easy  and  certain. 

When  this  obvious  mistake  of  the  judges  shall 
be  brought  to  their  notice,  is  it  not  reasonable 
to  expect  that  they  will  withdraw  the  mistaken 
statement,  and  reconsider  the  conclusion  based 
upon  it? 

And  then  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  "our 
fathers  who  framed  the  government  under 
which  we  live" — the  men  who  made  the  Con- 
stitution— decided  this  same  constitutional  ques- 
tion in  our  favor  long  ago:  decided  it  without 
division  among  themselves  when  making  the 
decision;  without  division  among  themselves 
about  the  meaning  of  it  after  it  was  made,  and, 
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so  far  as  any  evidence  is  left,  without  basing  it 
upon  any  mistaken  statement  of  facts. 

Under  all  these  circumstances,  do  you  really 
feel  yourselves  justified  to  break  up  this  govern- 
ment unless  such  a  court  decision  as  yours  is 
shall  be  at  once  submitted  to  as  a  conclusive  and 
final  rule  of  political  action?  But  you  will  not 
abide  the  election  of  a  Republican  president! 
In  that  supposed  event,  you  say,  you  will  destroy 
the  Union ;  and  then,  you  say,  the  great  crime 
of  having  destroyed  it  will  be  upon  us!  That 
is  cool.  A  highwayman  holds  a  pistol  to  my 
ear,  and  mutters  through  his  teeth,  ''Stand  and 
deliver,  or  I  shall  kill  you,  and  then  you  will  be 
a  murderer!" 

To  be  sure,  what  the  robber  demanded  of  me 
— my  money — was  my  own ;  and  I  had  a  clear 
right  to  keep  it;  but  it  was  no  more  my  own  than 
my  vote  is  my  own ;  and  the  threat  of  death  to 
me,  to  extort  my  money,  and  the  threat  of  de- 
struction to  the  Union,  to  extort  my  vote,  can 
scarcely  be  distinguished  in  principle. 

A  few  words  now  to  Republicans.  It  is  ex- 
ceedingly desirable  that  all  parts  of  this  great 
Confederacy  shall  be  at  peace,  and  in  harmony 
one  with  another.  Let  us  Republicans  do  our 
part  to  have  it  so.  Even  though  much  pro- 
voked, let  us  do  nothing  through  passion  and  ill 
temper.    Even  though  the  Southern  people  will 
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not  so  much  as  listen  to  us,  let  us  calmly  consider 
their  demands,  and  yield  to  them  if,  in  our  de- 
liberate view  of  our  duty,  we  possibly  can. 
Judging  by  all  they  say  and  do,  and  by  the  sub- 
ject and  nature  of  their  controversy  with  us,  let 
us  determine,  if  we  can,  what  will  satisfy  them. 

Will  they  be  satisfied  if  the  Territories  be  un- 
conditionally surrendered  to  them?  We  know 
they  will  not.  In  all  their  present  complaints 
against  us,  the  Territories  are  scarcely  men- 
tioned. Invasions  and  insurrections  are  the 
rage  now.  Will  it  satisfy  them  if,  in  the  future, 
we  have  nothing  to  do  with  invasions  and  insur- 
rections? We  know  it  will  not.  We  so  know, 
because  we  know  we  never  had  anything  to  do 
with  invasions  and  insurrections;  and  yet  this 
total  abstaining  does  not  exempt  us  from  the 
charge  and  the  denunciation. 

The  question  recurs,  What  will  satisfy  them? 
Simply  this:  we  must  not  only  let  them  alone, 
but  we  must  somehow  convince  them  that  we  do 
let  them  alone.  This,  we  know  by  experience, 
is  no  easy  task.  We  have  been  so  trying  to  con- 
vince them  from  the  very  beginning  of  our  or- 
ganization, but  with  no  success.  In  all  our 
platforms  and  speeches  we  have  constantly  pro- 
tested our  purpose  to  let  them  alone;  but  this 
has  had  no  tendency  to  convince  them.  Alike 
unavailing  to  convince  them  is  the  fact  that  they 
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have  never  detected  a  man  of  us  in  any  attempt 
to  disturb  them. 

These  natural  and  apparently  adequate  means 
all  failing,  what  will  convince  them?  This,  and 
this  only:  cease  to  call  slavery  wrong,  and  join 
them  in  calling  it  right.  And  this  must  be  done 
thoroughly — done  in  acts  as  well  as  in  words. 
Silence  will  not  be  tolerated — we  must  place 
ourselves  avowedly  with  them.  Senator  Doug- 
las's new  sedition  law  must  be  enacted  and  en- 
forced, suppressing  all  declarations  that  slavery 
is  wrong,  whether  made  in  politics,  in  presses, 
in  pulpits,  or  in  private.  We  must  arrest  and 
return  their  fugitive  slaves  with  greedy  pleasure. 
We  must  pull  down  our  free-State  constitutions. 
The  whole  atmosphere  must  be  disinfected  from 
all  taint  of  opposition  to  slavery,  before  they 
will  cease  to  believe  that  all  their  troubles  pro- 
ceed from  us. 

I  am  quite  aware  they  do  not  state  their  case 
precisely  in  this  way.  Most  of  them  would 
probably  say  to  us,  "Let  us  alone;  do  nothing  to 
us,  and  say  what  you  please  about  slavery."  But 
we  do  let  them  alone, — have  never  disturbed 
them, — so  that,  after  all,  it  is  what  we  say  which 
dissatisfies  them.  They  will  continue  to  accuse 
us  of  doing,  until  we  cease  saying. 

I  am  also  aware  they  have  not  as  yet  in  terms 
demanded  the  overthrow  of  our  free-State  con- 
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stitutions.  Yet  those  constitutions  declare  the 
wrong  of  slavery  with  more  solemn  emphasis 
than  do  all  other  sayings  against  it;  and  when 
all  these  other  sayings  shall  have  been  silenced, 
the  overthrow  of  these  constitutions  will  be  de- 
manded, and  nothing  be  left  to  resist  the  demand. 
It  is  nothing  to  the  contrary  that  they  do  not 
demand  the  whole  of  this  just  now.  Demanding 
what  they  do,  and  for  the  reason  they  do,  they 
can  voluntarily  stop  nowhere  short  of  this  con- 
summation. Holding,  as  they  do,  that  slavery 
is  morally  right  and  socially  elevating,  they  can- 
not cease  to  demand  a  full  national  recognition 
of  it  as  a  legal  right  and  a  social  blessing. 

Nor  can  we  justifiably  withhold  this  on  any 
ground  save  our  conviction  that  slavery  is 
wrong.  If  slavery  is  right,  all  words,  acts,  laws, 
and  constitutions  against  it  are  themselves 
wrong,  and  should  be  silenced  and  swept  away. 
If  it  is  right,  we  cannot  justly  object  to  its 
nationality — its  universality;  if  it  is  wrong,  they 
cannot  justly  insist  upon  its  extension — its  en- 
largement. All  they  ask  we  could  readily  grant, 
if  we  thought  slavery  right;  all  we  ask  they 
could  as  readily  grant,  if  they  thought  it  wrong. 
Their  thinking  it  right  and  our  thinking  it 
wrong  is  the  precise  fact  upon  which  depends 
the  whole  controversy.  Thinking  it  right,  as 
they  do,  they  are  not  to  blame  for  desiring  its 
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full  recognition  as  being  right;  but  thinking  it 
wrong,  as  we  do,  can  we  yield  to  them?  Can  we 
cast  our  votes  with  their  view,  and  against  our 
own?  In  view  of  our  moral,  social,  and  politi- 
cal responsibilities,  can  we  do  this? 

Wrong  as  we  think  slavery  is,  we  can  yet 
afiford  to  let  it  alone  where  it  is,  because  that 
much  is  due  to  the  necessity  arising  from  its 
actual  presence  in  the  nation;  but  can  we,  while 
our  votes  will  prevent  it,  allow  it  to  spread  into 
the  national  Territories,  and  to  overrun  us  here 
in  these  free  States?  If  our  sense  of  duty  for- 
bids this,  then  let  us  stand  by  our  duty  fearlessly 
and  effectively.  Let  us  be  diverted  by  none  of 
those  sophistical  contrivances  wherewith  we  are 
so  industriously  plied  and  belabored — contriv- 
ances such  as  groping  for  some  middle  ground 
between  the  right  and  the  wrong:  vain  as  the 
search  for  a  man  who  should  be  neither  a  living 
man  nor  a  dead  man;  such  as  a  policy  of  "don't 
care"  on  a  question  about  which  all  true  men  do 
care;  such  as  Union  appeals  beseeching  true 
Union  men  to  yield  to  Disunionists,  reversing 
the  divine  rule,  and  calling,  not  the  sinners,  but 
the  righteous  to  repentance;  such  as  invocations 
to  Washington,  imploring  men  to  unsay  what 
Washington  said  and  undo  what  Washington 
did. 

Neither  let  us  be  slandered  from  our  duty  by 
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false  accusations  against  us,  nor  frightened  from 
it  by  menaces  of  destruction  to  the  government, 
nor  of  dungeons  to  ourselves.  Let  us  have  faith 
that  right  makes  might,  ajid  in  that  faith  let  us 
to  the  end  dare  to  do  our  duty  as  we  under- 
stand it. 
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Abstract  of  Speech  at  Hartford,  Connec- 
ticut, March  5,  i860 

SLAVERY  is  the  great  political  question  of 
the  nation.  Though  all  desire  its  settle- 
ment, it  still  remains  the  all-pervading 
question  of  the  day.  It  has  been  so  especially 
for  the  past  six  years.  It  is  indeed  older  than 
the  Revolution — rising,  subsiding,  then  rising 
again,  till  '54,  since  which  time  it  has  been  con- 
stantly augmenting.  Those  who  occasioned  the 
Lecompton  imbroglio  now  admit  that  they  see 
no  end  to  it.  It  had  been  their  cry  that  the 
vexed  question  was  just  about  to  be  settled — 
"the  tail  of  this  hideous  creature  is  just  going 
out  of  sight."  That  cry  is  played  out,  and  has 
ceased. 

Why,  when  all  desire  to  have  this  controversy 
settled,  can  we  not  settle  it  satisfactorily?  One 
reason  is,  we  want  it  settled  in  different  ways. 
Each  faction  has  a  different  plan — they  pull 
different  ways,  and  neither  has  a  decided  ma- 
jority. In  my  humble  opinion,  the  importance 
and  magnitude  of  the  question  is  underrated, 
even  by  our  wisest  men.    If  I  be  right,  the  first 
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thing  is  to  get  a  just  estimate  of  the  evil;  then 
we  can  provide  a  cure. 

One  sixth,  and  a  little  more,  of  the  population 
of  the  United  States  are  slaves,  looked  upon  as 
property,  as  nothing  but  property.  The  cash 
value  of  these  slaves,  at  a  moderate  estimate,  is 
$2,000,000,000.  This  amount  of  property  value 
has  a  vast  influence  on  the  minds  of  its  owners, 
very  naturally.  The  same  amount  of  property 
would  have  an  equal  influence  upon  us  if  owned 
in  the  North.  Human  nature  is  the  same — 
people  at  the  South  are  the  same  as  those  at  the 
North,  barring  the  difference  in  circumstances. 
Public  opinion  is  founded,  to  a  great  extent,  on 
a  property  basis.  What  lessens  the  value  of 
property  is  opposed;  what  enhances  its  value  is 
favored.  Public  opinion  at  the  South  regards 
slaves  as  property,  and  insists  upon  treating 
them  like  other  property. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  free  States  carry  on 
their  government  on  the  principle  of  the  equal- 
ity of  men.  We  think  slavery  is  morally  wrong, 
and  a  direct  violation  of  that  principle.  We  all 
think  it  wrong.  It  is  clearly  proved,  I  think,  by 
natural  theology,  apart  from  revelation.  Every 
man,  black,  white,  or  yellow,  has  a  mouth  to  be 
fed,  and  two  hands  with  which  to  feed  it — and 
bread  should  be  allowed  to  go  to  that  mouth 
without  controversy. 
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Slavery  is  wrong  in  its  effect  upon  white 
people  and  free  labor.  It  is  the  only  thing  that 
threatens  the  Union.  It  makes  what  Senator 
Seward  has  been  much  abused  for  calling  an 
"irrepressible  conflict."  When  they  get  ready 
to  settle  it,  we  hope  they  will  let  us  know.  Pub- 
lic opinion  settles  every  question  here;  any 
policy  to  be  permanent  must  have  public  opinion 
at  the  bottom — something  in  accordance  with 
the  philosophy  of  the  human  mind  as  it  is.  The 
property  basis  will  have  its  weight.  The  love  of 
property  and  a  consciousness  of  right  or  wrong 
have  conflicting  places  in  our  organization, 
which  often  make  a  man's  course  seem  crooked, 
his  conduct  a  riddle. 

Some  men  would  make  it  a  question  of  indif- 
ference, neither  right  nor  wrong,  merely  a  ques- 
tion of  dollars  and  cents; — the  Almighty  has 
drawn  a  line  across  the  land,  below  which  it 
must  be  cultivated  by  slave  labor,  above  which 
by  free  labor.  They  would  say:  "If  the  ques- 
tion is  between  the  white  man  and  the  negro,  I 
am  for  the  white  man ;  if  between  the  negro  and 
the  crocodile,  I  am  for  the  negro."  There  is  a 
strong  effort  to  make  this  policy  of  indifference 
prevail,  but  it  cannot  be  a  durable  one.  A  "don't 
care"  policy  won't  prevail,  for  everybody  does 
care. 

Is  there  a  Democrat,    especially  one  of  the 
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Douglas  wing,  but  will  declare  that  the 
Declaration  of  Independence  has  no  application 
to  the  negro?  It  would  be  safe  to  ofifer  a  moder- 
ate premium  for  such  a  man.  I  have  asked  this 
question  in  large  audiences  where  they  were  in 
the  habit  of  answering  right  out,  but  no  one 
would  say  otherwise.  Not  one  of  them  said  it 
five  years  ago.  I  never  heard  it  till  I  heard  it 
from  the  lips  of  Judge  Douglas.  True,  some 
men  boldly  took  the  bull  by  the  horns  and  said 
the  Declaration  of  Independence  was  not  true! 
The  didn't  sneak  around  the  question.  I  say  I 
heard  first  from  Douglas  that  the  Declaration 
did  not  apoly  to  the  black  man.  Not  a  man  of 
them  said  it  till  then — they  all  say  it  now.  This 
is  a  long  stride  toward  establishing  the  policy 
of  indifference — one  more  such  stride,  I  think, 
would  do  it. 

The  proposition  that  there  is  a  struggle  be- 
tween the  white  man  and  the  negro  contains  a 
falsehood.  There  is  no  struggle.  If  there  was, 
I  should  be  for  the  white  man.  If  two  men  are 
adrift  at  sea  on  a  plank  which  will  bear  up  but 
one,  the  law  justifies  either  in  pushing  the  other 
off.  I  never  had  to  struggle  to  keep  a  negro 
from  enslaving  me,  nor  did  a  negro  ever  have 
to  fight  to  keep  me  from  enslaving  him.  They 
say,  between  the  crocodile  and  the  negro,  they 
go  for  the  negro.     The  logical  proportion  is, 
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therefore,  as  a  white  man  is  to  a  negro,  so  is  a 
negro  to  a  crocodile,  or  as  a  negro  may  treat  the 
crocodile,  so  the  white  man  may  treat  the  negro. 
The  "don't  care"  policy  leads  just  as  surely  to 
nationalizing  slavery  as  Jefif  Davis  himself,  but 
the  doctrine  is  more  dangerous  because  more 
insidious. 

If  the  Republicans,  who  think  slavery  is 
wrong,  get  possession  of  the  General  Govern- 
ment, we  may  not  root  out  the  evil  at  once,  but 
may  at  least  prevent  its  extension.  If  I  find  a 
venomous  snake  lying  on  the  open  prairie,  I 
seize  the  first  stick  and  kill  him  at  once;  but  if 
that  snake  is  in  bed  with  my  children,  I  must  be 
more  cautious; — I  shall,  in  striking  the  snake, 
also  strike  the  children,  or  arouse  the  reptile  to 
bite  the  children.  Slavery  is  the  venomous 
snake  in  bed  with  the  children.  But  if  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  to  kill  it  on  the  prairie  or  put  it 
in  bed  with  other  children,  I  am  inclined  to 
think  we'd  kill  it. 

Another  illustration.  When  for  the  first  time 
I  met  Mr.  Clay,  the  other  day  in  the  cars,  in 
front  of  us  sat  an  old  gentleman  with  an  enor- 
mous wen  upon  his  neck.  Everybody  would 
say  the  wen  was  a  great  evil,  and  would  cause 
the  man's  death  after  a  while;  but  you  couldn't 
cut  it  out,  for  he'd  bleed  to  death  in  a  minute. 
But  would  you  ingraft  the  seeds  of  that  wen  on 
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the  necks  of  sound  and  healthy  men?  He  must 
endure  and  be  patient,  hoping  for  possible  relief. 
The  wen  represents  slavery  on  the  neck  of  this 
country.  This  only  applies  to  those  who  think 
slavery  is  wrong.  Those  who  think  it  right 
would  consider  the  snake  a  jewel  and  the  wen 
an  ornament. 

We  want  those  Democrats  who  think  slavery 
wrong,  to  quit  voting  with  those  who  think  it 
right.  They  don't  treat  it  as  they  do  other 
wrongs — they  won't  oppose  it  in  the  free  States, 
for  it  isn't  there;  nor  in  the  slave  States,  for  it  is 
there; — don't  want  it  in  politics,  for  it  makes 
agitation;  not  in  the  pulpit,  for  it  isn't  religion; 
not  in  a  tract  society,  for  it  makes  a  fuss — there 
is  no  place  for  its  discussion.  Are  they  quite 
consistent  in  this? 

If  those  Democrats  really  think  slavery 
wrong,  they  will  be  much  pleased  when  earnest 
men  in  the  slave  States  take  up  a  plan  of  gradual 
emancipation,  and  go  to  work  energetically  and 
very  kindly  to  get  rid  of  the  evil.  Now  let  us 
test  them.  Frank  Blair  tried  it;  and  he  ran  for 
Congress  in  '58,  and  got  beaten.  Did  the  De- 
mocracy feel  bad  about  it?  I  reckon  not.  I 
guess  you  all  flung  up  your  hats  and  shouted, 
"Hurrah  for  the  Democracy!" 

He  went  on  to  speak  of  the  manner  in  which 
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slavery  was  treated  by  the  Constitution.  The 
word  ''slave"  is  nowhere  used;  the  supply  of 
slaves  was  to  be  prohibited  after  1808;  they 
stopped  the  spread  of  it  in  the  Territories;  seven 
of  the  States  abolished  it.  He  argued  very  con- 
clusively that  it  was  then  regarded  as  an  evil 
which  would  eventually  be  got  rid  of,  and  that 
they  desired,  once  rid  of  it,  to  have  nothing  in 
the  Constitution  to  remind  them  of  it.  The  Re- 
publicans go  back  to  first  principles,  and  deal 
with  it  as  a  wrong.  Mason,  of  Virginia,  said 
openly  that  the  framers  of  our  government  were 
anti-slavery.  Hammond,  of  South  Carolina, 
said,  "Washington  set  this  evil  example."  Bully 
Brooks  said,  "At  the  time  the  Constitution  was 
formed,  no  one  supposed  slavery  would  last  till 
now."    We  stick  to  the  policy  of  our  fathers. 

The  Democracy  are  given  to  bushwhacking. 
After  having  their  errors  and  misstatements 
continually  thrust  in  their  faces,  they  pay  no 
heed,  but  go  on  howling  about  Seward  and  the 
"irrepressible  conflict."  That  is  bushwhacking. 
So  with  John  Brown  and  Harper's  Ferry.  They 
charge  it  upon  the  Republican  party,  and  igno- 
miniously  fail  in  all  attempts  to  substantiate  the 
charge.  Yet  they  go  on  with  their  bushwhack- 
ing, the  pack  in  full  cry  after  John  Brown.  The 
Democrats  had  just  been  whipped  in  Ohio  and 
Pennsylvania,  and  seized  upon  the  unfortunate 
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Harper's  Ferry  affair  to  influence  other  elec- 
tions then  pending.  They  said  to  each  other, 
"Jump  in;  now's  your  chance";  and  were  sorry 
there  were  not  more  killed.  But  they  didn't 
succeed  well.  Let  them  go  on  with  their  howl- 
ing. They  will  succeed  when  by  slandering 
women  you  get  them  to  love  you,  and  by  slander- 
ing men  you  get  them  to  vote  for  you. 

Mr.  Lincoln  then  took  up  the  Massachusetts 
shoemakers'  strike,  treating  it  in  a  humorous 
and  philosophical  manner,  and  exposing  to 
ridicule  the  foolish  pretense  of  Senator  Douglas 
— that  the  strike  arose  from  *'this  unfortunate 
sectional  warfare."  Mr.  Lincoln  thanked  God 
that  we  have  a  system  of  labor  where  there  can 
be  a  strike.  Whatever  the  pressure,  there  is  a 
point  where  the  workman  may  stop.  He  didn't 
pretend  to  be  familiar  with  the  subject  of  the 
shoe  strike — probably  knew  as  little  about  it  as 
Senator  Douglas  himself.  Shall  we  stop  mak- 
ing war  upon  the  South?  We  never  have  made 
war  upon  them.  If  any  one  has,  he  had  better 
go  and  hang  himself  and  save  Virginia  the 
trouble.  If  you  give  up  your  convictions  and 
call  slavery  right,  as  they  do,  you  let  slavery  in 
upon  you — instead  of  white  laborers  who  can 
strike,  you'll  soon  have  black  laborers  who  can't 
strike. 

I  have  heard  that  in  consequence  of  this  "sec- 


i86o]  Hartford    Speech  337 

tional  warfare,"  as  Douglas  calls  it,  Senator 
Mason,  of  Virginia,  had  appeared  in  a  suit  of 
homespun.  Now,  up  in  New  Hampshire,  the 
woolen  and  cotton  mills  are  all  busy,  and  there 
is  no  strike — they  are  busy  making  the  very 
goods  Senator  Mason  has  quit  buying!  To  carry 
out  his  idea,  he  ought  to  go  barefoot!  If  that's 
the  plan,  they  should  begin  at  the  foundation, 
and  adopt  the  well-known  "Georgia  costume" 
of  a  shirt-collar  and  pair  of  spurs. 

It  reminded  him  of  the  man  who  had  a  poor, 
old,  lean,  bony,  spavined  horse,  with  swelled 
legs.  He  was  asked  what  he  was  going  to  do 
with  such  a  miserable  beast — the  poor  creature 
would  die.  "Do?"  said  he.  "I'm  going  to  fat 
him  up ;  don't  you  see  that  I  have  got  him  seal 
fat  as  high  as  the  knees?"  Well,  they  have  got 
the  Union  dissolved  up  to  the  ankle,  but  no 
further! 

All  portions  of  this  Confederacy  should  act 
in  harmony  and  with  careful  deliberation.  The 
Democrats  cry  "John  Brown  invasion."  We 
are  guiltless  of  it,  but  our  denial  does  not  satisfy 
them.  Nothing  will  satisfy  them  but  disinfect- 
ing the  atmosphere  entirely  of  all  opposition  to 
slavery.  They  have  not  demanded  of  us  to  yield 
the  guards  of  liberty  in  our  State  constitutions, 
but  it  will  naturally  come  to  that  after  a  while. 
If  we  give  up  to  them,  we  cannot  refuse  even 
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their  utmost  request.  If  slavery  is  right,  it 
ought  to  be  extended;  if  not,  if  ought  to  be  re- 
stricted— there  is  no  middle  ground.  Wrong  as 
we  think  it,  we  can  afiford  to  let  it  alone  where 
it  of  necessity  now  exists ;  but  we  cannot  afiford 
to  extend  it  into  free  territory  and  around  our 
own  homes.    Let  us  stand  against  it! 

The  "Union"  arrangements  are  all  a  humbug 
— they  reverse  the  scriptural  order,  calling  the 
righteous,  and  not  sinners,  to  repentance.  Let 
us  not  be  slandered  or  intimidated  to  turn  from 
our  duty.  Eternal  right  makes  might;  as  we 
understand  our  duty,  let  us  do  it! 
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Speech  at  New  Haven,  Connecticut, 
March  6,   i860 

MR.  PRESIDENT  AND  Fellow-citi- 
ZENS  OF  New  Haven:  If  the  Re- 
publican party  of  this  nation  shall 
ever  have  the  national  house  intrusted  to  its 
keeping,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  that  party  to 
attend  to  all  the  affairs  of  national  housekeep- 
ing. Whatever  matters  of  importance  may 
come  up,  whatever  difficulties  may  arise,  in  the 
way  of  its  administration  of  the  government, 
that  party  will  then  have  to  attend  to:  it  will 
then  be  compelled  to  attend  to  other  questions 
besides  this  question  which  now  assumes  an 
overwhelming  importance — the  question  of 
slavery.  It  is  true  that  in  the  organization  of 
the  Republican  party  this  question  of  slavery 
was  more  important  than  any  other;  indeed,  so 
much  more  important  has  it  become  that  no 
other  national  question  can  even  get  a  hearing 
just  at  present.  The  old  question  of  tariff — a 
matter  that  will  remain  one  of  the  chief  affairs 
of  national  housekeeping  to  all  time;  the  ques- 
tion of  the  management  of  financial  affairs;  the 
question  of  the  disposition  of  the  public  domain: 
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how  shall  it  be  managed  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  it  well  settled,  and  of  making  there  the 
homes  of  a  free  and  happy  people — these  will 
remain  open  and  require  attention  for  a  great 
while  yet,  and  these  questions  will  have  to  be 
attended  to  by  whatever  party  has  the  control  of 
the  government.  Yet  just  now  they  cannot  even 
obtain  a  hearing,  and  I  do  not  purpose  to  detain 
you  upon  these  topics,  or  what  sort  of  hearing 
they  should  have  when  opportunity  shall  come. 
For  whether  we  will  or  not,  the  question  of 
slavery  is  the  question,  the  all-absorbing  topic, 
of  the  day.  It  is  true  that  all  of  us — and  by  that 
I  mean  not  the  Republican  party  alone,  but  the 
whole  American  people  here  and  elsewhere — 
all  of  us  wish  this  question  settled;  wish  it  out 
of  the  way.  It  stands  in  the  way  and  prevents 
the  adjustment  and  the  giving  of  necessary  at- 
tention to  other  questions  of  national  housekeep- 
ing. The  people  of  the  whole  nation  agree  that 
this  question  ought  to  be  settled,  and  yet  it  is  not 
settled;  and  the  reason  is  that  they  are  not  yet 
agreed  how  it  shall  be  settled.  All  wish  it  done, 
but  some  wish  one  way  and  some  another,  and 
some  a  third,  or  fourth,  or  fifth;  different  bodies 
are  pulling  in  different  directions,  and  none  of 
them  having  a  decided  majority  are  able  to  ac- 
complish the  common  object. 

In    the  beginning  of    the  year  1854,  a    new 
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policy  was  inaugurated  with  the  avowed  object 
and  confident  promise  that  it  would  entirely  and 
forever  put  an  end  to  the  slavery  agitation.  It 
was  again  and  again  declared  that  under  this 
policy,  when  once  successfully  established,  the 
country  would  be  forever  rid  of  this  whole  ques- 
tion. Yet  under  the  operation  of  that  policy 
this  agitation  has  not  only  not  ceased,  but  it  has 
been  constantly  augmented.  And  this,  too,  al- 
though from  the  day  of  its  introduction  its 
friends,  who  promised  that  it  would  wholly  end 
all  agitation,  constantly  insisted,  down  to  the 
time  that  the  Lecompton  bill  was  introduced, 
that  it  was  working  admirably,  and  that  its  in- 
evitable tendency  was  to  remove  the  question 
forever  from  the  politics  of  the  country.  Can 
you  call  to  mind  any  Democratic  speech,  made 
after  the  repeal  of  the  Missouri  Compromise 
down  to  the  time  of  the  Lecompton  bill,  in  which 
it  was  not  predicted  that  the  slavery  agitation 
was  just  at  an  end;  that  "the  Abolition  excite- 
ment was  played  out,"  "the  Kansas  question  was 
dead,"  "they  have  made  the  most  they  can  out 
of  this  question  and  it  is  now  forever  settled"? 
But  since  the  Lecompton  bill,  no  Democrat 
within  my  experience  has  ever  pretended  that 
he  could  see  the  end.  That  cry  has  been 
dropped.  They  themselves  do  not  pretend  now 
that  the  agitation  of  this  subject  has  come  to  an 
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end  yet.  The  truth  is  that  this  question  is  one  of 
national  importance,  and  we  cannot  help  deal- 
ing with  it;  we  must  do  something  about  it, 
whether  we  will  or  not.  We  cannot  avoid  it; 
the  subject  is  one  we  cannot  avoid  considering; 
we  can  no  more  avoid  it  that  a  man  can  live 
without  eating.  It  is  upon  us;  it  attaches  to  the 
body  politic  as  much  and  as  closely  as  the 
natural  wants  attach  to  our  natural  bodies. 
Now  I  think  it  important  that  this  matter  should 
be  taken  up  in  earnest  and  really  settled.  And 
one  way  to  bring  about  a  true  settlement  of  the 
question  is  to  understand  its  true  magnitude. 

There  have  been  many  eflforts  to  settle  it. 
Again  and  again  it  has  been  fondly  hoped  that 
it  was  settled,  but  every  time  it  breaks  out  afresh, 
and  more  violently  than  ever.  It  was  settled, 
our  fathers  hoped,  by  the  Missouri  Compromise, 
but  it  did  not  stay  settled.  Then  the  compro- 
mises of  1850  were  declared  to  be  a  full  and 
final  settlement  of  the  question.  The  two  great 
parties,  each  in  national  convention,  adopted 
resolutions  declaring  that  the  settlement  made 
by  the  compromise  of  1850  was  a  finality — that 
it  would  last  forever.  Yet  how  long  before  it 
was  unsettled  again?  It  broke  out  again  in 
1854,  ^"d  blazed  higher  and  raged  more  furi- 
ously than  ever  before,  and  the  agitation  has  not 
rested  since. 
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These  repeated  settlements  must  have  some 
fault  about  them.  There  must  be  some  inade- 
quacy in  their  very  nature  to  the  purpose  for 
which  they  were  designed.  We  can  only  specu- 
late as  to  where  that  fault — that  inadequacy  is, 
but  we  may  perhaps  profit  by  past  experience. 

I  think  that  one  of  the  causes  of  these  repeated 
failures  is  that  our  best  and  greatest  men  have 
greatly  underestimated  the  size  of  this  question. 
They  have  constantly  brought  forward  small 
cures  for  great  sores — plasters  too  small  to  cover 
the  wound.  That  is  one  reason  that  all  settle- 
ments have  proved  so  temporary,  so  evanescent. 

Look  at  the  magnitude  of  this  subject.  One 
sixth  of  our  population,  in  round  numbers — not 
quite  one  sixth,  and  yet  more  than  a  seventh — 
about  one  sixth  of  the  whole  population  of  the 
United  States,  are  slaves.  The  owners  of  these 
slaves  consider  them  property.  The  effect  upon 
the  minds  of  the  owners  is  that  of  property,  and 
nothing  else;  it  induces  them  to  insist  upon  all 
that  will  favorably  affect  its  value  as  property, 
to  demand  laws  and  institutions  and  a  public 
policy  that  shall  increase  and  secure  its  value, 
and  make  it  durable,  lasting,  and  universal.  The 
effect  on  the  minds  of  the  owners  is  to  persuade 
them  that  there  is  no  wrong  in  it.  The  slave- 
holder does  not  like  to  be  considered  a  mean 
fellow  for  holding  that  species  of  property,  and 


344  Abraham   Lincoln  [Mar.  6 

hence  he  has  to  struggle  within  himself,  and  sets 
about  arguing  himself  into  the  belief  that  slav- 
ery is  right.  The  property  influences  his  mind. 
The  dissenting  minister  who  argued  some  theo- 
logical point  with  one  of  the  established  church 
was  always  met  by  the  reply,  "I  can't  see  it  so." 
He  opened  the  Bible  and  pointed  him  to  a  pass- 
age, but  the  orthodox  minister  replied,  "I  can't 
see  it  so."  Then  he  showed  him  a  single  word 
— "Can  you  see  that?"  "Yes,  I  see  it,"  was  the 
reply.  The  dissenter  laid  a  guinea  over  the 
word,  and  asked,  "Do  you  see  it  now?"  So  here. 
Whether  the  owners  of  this  species  of  property 
do  really  see  it  as  it  is,  it  is  not  for  me  to  say; 
but  if  they  do,  they  see  it  as  it  is  through  two 
billions  of  dollars,  and  that  is  a  pretty  thick 
coating.  Certain  it  is  that  they  do  not  see  it  as 
we  see  it.  Certain  it  is  that  this  two  thousand 
million  of  dollars  invested  in  this  species  of 
property  is  all  so  concentrated  that  the  mind 
can  grasp  it  at  once.  This  immense  pecuniary 
interest  has  its  influence  upon  their  minds. 

But  here  in  Connecticut  and  at  the  North 
slavery  does  not  exist,  and  we  see  it  through  no 
such  medium.  To  us  it  appears  natural  to  think 
that  slaves  are  human  beings;  men,  not  prop- 
erty; that  some  of  the  things,  at  least,  stated 
about  men  in  the  Declaration  of  Independence 
apply  to  them  as  well  as  to  us.    I  say  we  think, 
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most  of  us,  that  this  charter  of  freedom  applies 
to  the  slave  as  well  as  to  ourselves;  that  the  class 
of  arguments  put  forward  to  batter  down  that 
idea  are  also  calculated  to  break  down  the  very 
idea  of  free  government,  even  for  white  men, 
and  to  undermine  the  very  foundations  of  free 
society.  We  think  slavery  a  great  moral  wrong, 
and  while  we  do  not  claim  the  right  to  touch  it 
where  it  exists,  we  wish  to  treat  it  as  a  wrong  in 
the  Territories,  where  our  votes  will  reach  it. 
We  think  that  a  respect  for  ourselves,  a  regard 
for  future  generations  and  for  the  God  that  made 
us,  require  that  we  put  down  this  wrong  where 
our  votes  will  properly  reach  it.  We  think  that 
species  of  labor  an  injury  to  free  white  men — 
in  short,  we  think  slavery  a  great  moral,  social, 
and  political  evil,  tolerable  only  because,  and 
so  far  as,  its  actual  existence  makes  it  necessary 
to  tolerate  it,  and  that  beyond  that  it  ought  to 
be  treated  as  a  wrong. 

Now  these  two  ideas — the  property  idea  that 
slavery  is  right  and  the  idea  that  it  is  wrong — 
come  into  collision,  and  do  actually  produce 
that  irrepressible  conflict  which  Mr.  Seward 
has  been  so  roundly  abused  for  mentioning.  The 
two  ideas  conflict,  and  must  forever  conflict. 

Again,  in  its  political  aspect  does  anything  in 
any  way  endanger  the  perpetuity  of  this  Union 
but  that  single  thing — slavery?     Many  of  our 
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adversaries  are  anxious  to  claim  that  they  are 
specially  devoted  to  the  Union,  and  take  pains 
to  charge  upon  us  hostility  to  the  Union.  Now 
we  claim  that  we  are  the  only  true  Union  men, 
and  we  put  to  them  this  one  proposition:  What 
ever  endangered  this  Union  save  and  except 
slavery?  Did  any  other  thing  ever  cause  a  mo- 
ment's fear?  All  men  must  agree  that  this  thing 
alone  has  ever  endangered  the  perpetuity  of  the 
Union.  But  if  it  was  threatened  by  any  other 
influence,  would  not  all  men  say  that  the  best 
thing  that  could  be  done,  if  we  could  not  or 
ought  not  to  destroy  it,  would  be  at  least  to  keep 
it  from  growing  any  larger?  Can  any  man  be- 
lieve that  the  way  to  save  the  Union  is  to  extend 
and  increase  the  only  thing  that  threatens  the 
Union,  and  to  suffer  it  to  grow  bigger  and 
bigger? 

Whenever  this  question  shall  be  settled,  it 
must  be  settled  on  some  philosophical  basis.  No 
policy  that  does  not  rest  upon  philosophical 
public  opinion  can  be  permanently  maintained. 
And  hence  there  are  but  two  policies  in  regard 
to  slavery  that  can  be  at  all  maintained.  The 
first,  based  on  the  property  view  that  slavery  is 
right,  conforms  to  that  idea  throughout,  and  de- 
mands that  we  shall  do  everything  for  it  that  we 
ought  to  do  if  it  were  right.  We  must  sweep 
away  all  opposition,  for  opposition  to  the  right 
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is  wrong;  we  must  agree  that  slavery  is  right, 
and  we  must  adopt  the  idea  that  property  has 
persuaded  the  owner  to  believe,  that  slavery  is 
morally  right  and  socially  elevating.  This 
gives  a  philosophical  basis  for  a  permanent 
policy  of  encouragement. 

The  other  policy  is  one  that  squares  with  the 
idea  that  slavery  is  wrong,  and  it  consists  in  do- 
ing everything  that  we  ought  to  do  if  it  is  wrong. 
Now  I  don't  wish  to  be  misunderstood,  nor  to 
leave  a  gap  down  to  be  misrepresented,  even.  I 
don't  mean  that  we  ought  to  attack  it  where  it 
exists.  To  me  it  seems  that  if  we  were  to  form 
a  government  anew,  in  view  of  the  actual  pres- 
ence of  slavery  we  should  find  it  necessary  to 
frame  just  such  a  government  as  our  fathers  did: 
giving  to  the  slaveholder  the  entire  control 
where  the  system  was  established,  while  we  pos- 
sess the  power  to  restrain  it  from  going  outside 
those  limits.  From  the  necessities  of  the  case  we 
should  be  compelled  to  form  just  such  a  govern- 
ment as  our  blessed  fathers  gave  us;  and  surely 
if  they  have  so  made  it,  that  adds  another  reason 
why  we  should  let  slavery  alone  where  it  exists. 

If  I  saw  a  venomous  snake  crawling  in  the 
road,  any  man  would  say  I  might  seize  the  near- 
est stick  and  kill  it;  but  if  I  found  that  snake 
in  bed  with  my  children,  that  would  be  another 
question.    I  might  hurt  the  children  more  than 
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the  snake,  and  it  might  bite  them.  Much  more, 
if  I  found  it  in  bed  with  my  neighbor's  children, 
and  I  had  bound  myself  by  a  solemn  compact 
not  to  meddle  with  his  children  under  any  circum- 
stances, it  would  become  me  to  let  that  particu- 
lar mode  of  getting  rid  of  the  gentleman  alone. 
But  if  there  was  a  bed  newly  made  up,  to  which 
the  children  were  to  be  taken,  and  it  was  pro- 
posed to  take  a  batch  of  young  snakes  and  put 
them  there  with  them,  I  take  it  no  man  would 
say  there  was  any  question  how  I  ought  to 
decide! 

That  is  just  the  case.  The  new  Territories  are 
the  newly  made  bed  to  which  our  children  are  to 
go,  and  it  lies  with  the  nation  to  say  whether 
they  shall  have  snakes  mixed  up  with  them  or 
not.  It  does  not  seem  as  if  there  could  be  much 
hesitation  what  our  policy  should  be. 

Now  I  have  spoken  of  a  policy  based  on  the 
idea  that  slavery  is  wrong,  and  a  policy  based 
upon  the  idea  that  it  is  right.  But  an  effort  has 
been  made  for  a  policy  that  shall  treat  it  as 
neither  right  nor  wrong.  It  is  based  upon  utter 
indifference.  Its  leading  advocate  has  said:  "I 
don't  care  whether  it  be  voted  up  or  down."  "It 
is  merely  a  matter  of  dollars  and  cents."  "The 
Almighty  has  drawn  a  line  across  this  continent, 
on  one  side  of  which  all  soil  must  forever  be 
cultivated  by  slave  labor,  and  on  the  other  by 
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free."  "When  the  struggle  is  between  the  white 
man  and  the  negro,  1  am  for  the  white  man ; 
when  it  is  between  the  negro  and  the  crocodile, 
I  am  for  the  negro."  Its  central  idea  is  indif- 
ference. It  holds  that  it  makes  no  more  differ- 
ence to  us  whether  the  Territories  become  free 
or  slave  States,  than  whether  my  neighbor  stocks 
his  farm  with  horned  cattle  or  puts  it  into  to- 
bacco. All  recognize  this  policy,  the  plausible 
sugar-coated  name  of  which  is  "popular 
sovereignty." 

This  policy  chiefly  stands  in  the  way  of  a  per- 
manent settlement  of  the  question.  I  believe 
there  is  no  danger  of  its  becoming  the  perma- 
nent policy  of  the  country,  for  it  is  based  on  a 
public  indifference.  There  is  nobody  that 
"don't  care."  All  the  people  do  care,  one  way 
or  the  other.  I  do  not  charge  that  its  author, 
when  he  says  he  "don't  care,"  states  his  indivi- 
dual opinion;  he  only  expresses  his  policy  for 
the  government.  I  understand  that  he  has  never 
said,  as  an  individual,  whether  he  thought  slav- 
ery right  or  wrong — and  he  is  the  only  man  in 
the  nation  that  has  not.  Now  such  a  policy  may 
have  a  temporary  run ;  it  may  spring  up  as  neces- 
sary to  the  political  prospects  of  some  gentleman 
— but  it  is  utterly  baseless;  the  people  are  not 
indifferent,  and  it  can  therefore  have  no  dura- 
bility or  permanence. 
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But  suppose  it  could  1  Then  it  can  be  main- 
tained only  by  public  opinion  that  shall  say, 
"We  don't  care."  There  must  be  a  change  in 
public  opinion;  the  public  mind  must  be  so  far 
debauched  as  to  square  with  this  policy  of  caring 
not  at  all.  The  people  must  come  to  consider 
this  as  "merely  a  question  of  dollars  and  cents," 
and  to  believe  that  in  some  places  the  Almighty 
has  made  slavery  necessarily  eternal.  This 
policy  can  be  brought  to  prevail  if  the  people 
can  be  brought  round  to  say  honestly,  "We  don't 
care";  if  not,  it  can  never  be  maintained.  It  is 
for  you  to  say  whether  that  can  be  done. 

You  are  ready  to  say  it  cannot;  but  be  not  too 
fast.  Remember  what  a  long  stride  has  been 
taken  since  the  repeal  of  the  Missouri  Com- 
promise! Do  you  know  of  any  Democrat,  of 
either  branch  of  the  party — do  you  know  one 
who  declares  that  he  believes  that  the  Declara- 
tion of  Independence  has  any  application  to  the 
negro?  Judge  Taney  declares  that  it  has  not, 
and  Judge  Douglas  even  vilifies  me  personally 
and  scolds  me  roundly  for  saying  that  the  Decla- 
ration applies  to  all  men,  and  that  negroes  are 
men.  Is  there  a  Democrat  here  who  does  not 
deny  that  the  Declaration  applies  to  a  negro? 
Do  any  of  you  know  of  one?  Well,  I  have  tried 
before  perhaps  fifty  audiences,  some  larger  and 
some  smaller  than  this,  to  find  one  such  Demo- 
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crat,  and  never  yet  have  I  found  one  who  said 
I  did  not  place  him  right  in  that.  I  must  assume 
that  Democrats  hold  that;  and  now  not  one  of 
these  Democrats  can  show  that  he  said  that  five 
years  ago!  I  venture  to  defy  the  whole  party  to 
produce  one  man  that  ever  uttered  the  belief 
that  the  Declaration  did  not  apply  to  negroes 
before  the  repeal  of  the  Missouri  Compromise! 
Four  or  five  years  ago  we  all  thought  negroes 
were  men,  and  that  when  "all  men"  were  named, 
negroes  were  included.  But  the  whole  Demo- 
cratic party  has  deliberately  taken  negroes  from 
the  class  of  men  and  put  them  in  the  class  of 
brutes.  Turn  it  as  you  will,  it  is  simply  the 
truth !  Don't  be  too  hasty  then  in  saying  that  the 
people  cannot  be  brought  to  this  new  doctrine, 
but  note  that  long  stride.  One  more  as  long  com- 
pletes the  journey  from  where  negroes  are  esti- 
mated as  men  to  where  they  are  estimated  as 
mere  brutes — as  right  property! 

That  saying,  "In  the  struggle  between  the 
white  man  and  the  negro,"  etc.,  which,  I  know, 
came  from  the  same  source  as  this  policy — that 
saying  marks  another  step.  There  is  a  falsehood 
wrapped  up  in  that  statement.  "In  the  struggle 
between  the  white  man  and  the  negro,"  assumes 
that  there  is  a  struggle,  in  which  either  the  white 
man  must  enslave  the  negro  or  the  negro  must 
enslave  the  white.    There  is  no  such  struggle. 
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It  is  merely  an  ingenious  falsehood  to  degrade 
and  brutalize  the  negro.  Let  each  let  the  other 
alone,  and  there  is  no  struggle  about  it.  If  it 
was  like  two  wrecked  seamen  on  a  narrow  plank, 
where  each  must  push  the  other  off  or  drown 
himself,  I  would  push  the  negro  oflf — or  a  white 
man  either;  but  it  is  not:  the  plank  is  large 
enough  for  both.  This  good  earth  is  plenty 
broad  enough  for  white  man  and  negro  both, 
and  there  is  no  need  of  either  pushing  the  other 
off. 

So  that  saying,  "In  the  struggle  between  the 
negro  and  the  crocodile,"  etc.,  is  made  up  from 
the  idea  that  down  where  the  crocodile  inhabits, 
a  white  man  can't  labor;  it  must  be  nothing  else 
but  crocodile  or  negro;  if  the  negro  does  not, 
the  crocodile  must  possess  the  earth;  in  that 
case  he  declares  for  the  negro.  The  meaning 
of  the  whole  is  just  this :  As  a  white  man  is  to  a 
negro,  so  is  a  negro  to  a  crocodile;  and  as  the 
negro  may  rightfully  treat  the  crocodile,  so  may 
the  white  man  rightfully  treat  the  negro.  This 
very  dear  phrase  coined  by  its  author,  and  so 
dear  that  he  deliberately  repeats  it  in  many 
speeches,  has  a  tendency  to  still  further  brutal- 
ize the  negro,  and  to  bring  public  opinion  to  the 
point  of  utter  indifference  whether  men  so  bru- 
talized are  enslaved  or  not.  When  that  time 
shall  come,  if  ever,  I  think  that  policy  to  which 
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I  refer  may  prevail.  But  I  hope  the  good  free 
men  of  this  country  will  never  allow  it  to  come, 
and  until  then  the  policy  can  never  be  main- 
tained. 

Now,  consider  the  effect  of  this  policy.  We 
in  the  States  are  not  to  care  whether  freedom 
or  slavery  gets  the  better,  but  the  people  in  the 
Territories  may  care.  They  are  to  decide,  and 
they  may  think  what  they  please;  it  is  a  matter 
of  dollars  and  cents!  But  are  not  the  people  of 
the  Territories  detailed  from  the  States?  If  this 
feeling  of  indifference — this  absence  of  moral 
sense  about  the  question — prevails  in  the  States, 
will  it  not  be  carried  into  the  Territories?  Will 
not  every  man  say,  "I  don't  care;  it  is  nothing  to 
me"?  If  any  one  comes  that  wants  slavery,  must 
they  not  say,  "I  don't  care  whether  freedom  or 
slavery  be  voted  up  or  voted  down"?  It  results 
at  last  in  nationalizing  the  institution  of  slav- 
ery. Even  if  fairly  carried  out,  that  policy  is 
just  as  certain  to  nationalize  slavery  as  the  doc- 
trine of  Jeff  Davis  himself.  These  are  only  two 
roads  to  the  same  goal,  and  "popular  sover- 
eignty" is  just  as  sure,  and  almost  as  short,  as 
the  other. 

What  we  want,  and  all  we  want,  is  to  have 
with  us  the  men  who  think  slavery  wrong.  But 
those  who  say  they  hate  slavery,  and  are  op- 
posed to  it,  but  yet  act  with  the  Democratic 
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party — where  are  they?  Let  us  apply  a  few 
tests.  You  say  that  you  think  slavery  a  wrong, 
but  you  renounce  all  attempts  to  restrain  it.  Is 
there  anything  else  that  you  think  wrong,  that 
you  are  not  willing  to  deal  with  as  a  wrong? 
Why  are  you  so  careful,  so  tender  of  this  one 
wrong  and  no  other?  You  will  not  let  us  do  a 
single  thing  as  if  it  was  wrong;  there  is  no  place 
where  you  will  allow  it  to  be  even  called  wrong. 
We  must  not  call  it  wrong  in  the  free  States, 
because  it  is  not  there,  and  we  must  not  call  it 
wrong  in  the  slave  States,  because  it  is  there; 
we  must  not  call  it  wrong  in  politics,  be- 
cause that  is  bringing  morality  into  politics, 
and  we  must  not  call  it  wrong  in  the 
pulpit,  because  that  is  bringing  politics  into  re- 
ligion; we  must  not  bring  it  into  the  tract  so- 
ciety, or  other  societies,  because  those  are  such 
unsuitable  places,  and  there  is  no  single  place, 
according  to  you,  where  this  wrong  thing  can 
properly  be  called  wrong. 

Perhaps  you  will  plead  that  if  the  people  of 
slave  States  should  of  themselves  set  on  foot  an 
effort  for  emancipation,  you  would  wish  them 
success  and  bid  them  God-speed.  Let  us  test 
that!  In  1858  the  emancipation  party  of  Mis- 
souri, with  Frank  Blair  at  their  head,  tried  to  get 
up  a  movement  for  that  purpose;  and,  having 
started  a  party,  contested  the  State.     Blair  was 
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beaten,  apparently  if  not  truly,  and  when  the 
news  came  to  Connecticut,  you,  who  knew  that 
Frank  Blair  was  taking  hold  of  this  thing  by 
the  right  end,  and  doing  the  only  thing  that 
you  say  can  properly  be  done  to  remove  this 
wrong — did  you  bow  your  heads  in  sorrow  be- 
cause of  that  defeat?  Do  you,  any  of  you,  know 
one  single  Democrat  that  showed  sorrow  over 
that  result?  Not  one!  On  the  contrary,  every 
man  threw  up  his  hat,  and  hallooed  at  the  top 
of  his  lungs,  "Hooray  for  Democracy!" 

Now,  gentleman,  the  Republicans  desire  to 
place  this  great  question  of  slavery  on  the  very 
basis  on  which  our  fathers  placed  it,  and  no 
other.  It  is  easy  to  demonstrate  that  "our  fath- 
ers who  framed  this  government  under  which 
we  live"  looked  on  slavery  as  wrong,  and  so 
framed  it  and  everything  about  it  as  to  square 
with  the  idea  that  it  was  wrong,  so  far  as  the 
necessities  arising  from  its  existence  permitted. 
In  forming  the  Constitution  they  found  the 
slave-trade  existing,  capital  invested  in  it,  fields 
depending  upon  it  for  labor,  and  the  whole  sys- 
tem resting  upon  the  importation  of  slave  labor. 
They  therefore  did  not  prohibit  the  slave  trade 
at  once,  but  they  gave  the  power  to  prohibit  it 
after  twenty  years.  Why  was  this?  What  other 
foreign  trade  did  they  treat  in  that  way?    Would 
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they  have  done  this  if  they  had  not  thought 
slavery  wrong? 

Another  thing  was  done  by  some  of  the  same 
men  who  framed  the  Constitution,  and  after- 
ward adopted  as  their  own  act  by  the  first  Con- 
gress held  under  that  Constitution,  of  which 
many  of  the  framers  were  members — they  pro- 
hibited the  spread  of  slavery  in  the  Territories, 
Thus  the  same  men,  the  framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution, cut  of]f  the  supply  and  prohibited  the 
spread  of  slavery;  and  both  acts  show  conclu- 
sively that  they  considered  that  the  thing  was 
wrong. 

If  additional  proof  is  wanting,  it  can  be 
found  in  the  phraseology  of  the  Constitution. 
When  men  are  framing  a  supreme  law  and  chart 
of  government  to  secure  blessings  and  prosper- 
ity to  untold  generations  yet  to  come,  they  use 
language  as  short  and  direct  and  plain  as  can 
be  found  to  express  their  meaning.  In  all  mat- 
ters but  this  of  slavery  the  framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution used  the  very  clearest,  shortest,  and 
most  direct  language.  But  the  Constitution  al- 
ludes to  slavery  three  times  without  mentioning 
it  once!  The  language  used  becomes  ambig- 
uous, roundabout,  and  mystical.  They  speak  of 
the  ''immigration  of  persons,"  and  mean  the 
importation  of  slaves,  but  do  not  say  so.  In 
establishing  a  basis  of  representation  they  say 
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''all  other  persons,"  when  they  mean  to  say 
slaves.  Why  did  they  not  use  the  shortest 
phrase?  In  providing  for  the  return  of  fugi- 
tives they  say  "persons  held  to  service  or  labor." 
If  they  had  said  "slaves,"  it  would  have  been 
plainer  and  less  liable  to  misconstruction.  Why 
didn't  they  do  it?  We  cannot  doubt  that  it  was 
done  on  purpose.  Only  one  reason  is  possible, 
and  that  is  supplied  us  by  one  of  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution — and  it  is  not  possible  for 
man  to  conceive  of  any  other.  They  expected 
and  desired  that  the  system  would  come  to  an 
end,  and  meant  that  when  it  did  the  Constitu- 
tion should  not  show  that  there  ever  had  been 
a  slave  in  this  good  free  country  of  ours. 

I  will  dwell  on  that  no  longer.  I  see  the 
signs  of  the  approaching  triumph  of  the  Re- 
publicans in  the  bearing  of  their  political  ad- 
versaries. A  great  deal  of  this  war  with  us 
nowadays  is  mere  bushwhacking.  At  the  battle 
of  Waterloo,  when  Napoleon's  cavalry  had 
charged  again  and  again  upon  the  unbroken 
squares  of  British  infantry,  at  last  they  were 
giving  up  the  attempt,  and  going  oflf  in  disor- 
der, when  some  of  the  officers,  in  mere  vexation 
and  complete  despair,  fired  their  pistols  at  those 
solid  squares.  The  Democrats  are  in  that  sort 
of  extreme  desperation ;  it  is  nothing  else.  I  will 
take  up  a  few  of  these  arguments. 
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There  is  "the  irrepressible  conflict."  How 
they  rail  at  Seward  for  that  saying!  They  re- 
peat it  constantly;  and  although  the  proof  has 
been  thrust  under  their  noses  again  and  again 
that  almost  every  good  man  since  the  formation 
of  our  government  has  uttered  that  same  senti- 
ment, from  General  Washington,  who  "trusted 
that  we  should  yet  have  a  confederacy  of  free 
States,"  with  Jeflferson,  Jay,  Monroe,  down  to 
the  latest  days,  yet  they  refuse  to  notice  that  at 
all,  and  persist  in  railing  at  Seward  for  saying 
it.  Even  Roger  A.  Pryor,  editor  of  the  Rich- 
mond "Enquirer,"  uttered  the  same  sentiment 
in  almost  the  same  language,  and  yet  so  little 
ofifense  did  it  give  the  Democrats  that  he  was 
sent  for  to  Washington  to  edit  the  "States" — the 
Douglas  organ  there,  while  Douglas  goes  into 
hydrophobia  and  spasms  of  rage  because  Sew- 
ard dared  to  repeat  it.  That  is  what  I  call 
bushwhacking — a  sort  of  argument  that  they 
must  know  any  child  can  see  through. 

Another  is  John  Brown!  You  stir  up  insur- 
rections; you  invade  the  South!  John  Brown! 
Harper's  Ferry!  Why,  John  Brown  was  not 
a  Republican!  You  have  never  implicated  a 
single  Republican  in  that  Harper's  Ferry  en- 
terprise. We  tell  you  if  any  member  of  the 
Republican  party  is  guilty  in  that  matter,  you 
know  it  or  you  do  not  know  it.    If  you  do  know 
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it,  you  are  inexcusable  not  to  designate  the  man 
and  prove  the  fact.  If  you  do  not  know  it,  you 
are  inexcusable  to  assert  it,  and  especially  to 
persist  in  the  assertion  after  you  have  tried  and 
failed  to  make  the  proof.  You  need  not  be  told 
that  persisting  in  a  charge  which  one  does  not 
know  to  be  true  is  simply  malicious  slander. 
Some  of  you  admit  that  no  Republican  design- 
edly aided  or  encouraged  the  Harper's  Ferry 
affair;  but  still  insist  that  our  doctrines  and  dec- 
larations necessarily  lead  to  such  results.  We 
do  not  believe  it.  We  know  we  hold  to  no  doc- 
trines and  make  no  declarations  which  were  not 
held  to  and  made  by  our  fathers  who  framed 
the  government  under  which  we  live,  and  we 
cannot  see  how  declarations  that  were  patriotic 
when  they  made  them  are  villainous  when  we 
make  them.  You  never  dealt  fairly  by  us  in  re- 
lation to  that  affair — and  I  will  say  frankly  that 
I  know  of  nothing  in  your  character  that  should 
lead  us  to  suppose  that  you  would.  You  had 
just  been  soundly  thrashed  in  elections  in  sev- 
eral States,  and  others  were  soon  to  come.  You 
rejoiced  at  the  occasion,  and  only  were  troubled 
that  there  were  not  three  times  as  many  killed 
in  the  affair.  You  were  in  evident  glee;  there 
was  no  sorrow  for  the  killed  nor  for  the  peace 
of  Virginia  disturbed;  you  were  rejoicing  that 
by  charging  Republicans  with  this  thing  you 
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might  get  an  advantage  of  us  in  New  York  and 
the  other  States.  You  pulled  that  string  as 
tightly  as  you  could,  but  your  very  generous  and 
worthy  expectations  w^re  not  quite  fulfilled. 
Each  Republican  knew  that  the  charge  was  a 
slander  as  to  himself  at  least,  and  was  not  in- 
clined by 'it  to  cast  his  vote  in  your  favor.  It 
was  mere  bushwhacking,  because  you  had  noth- 
ing else  to  do.  You  are  still  on  that  track,  and 
I  say.  Go  on!  If  you  think  you  can  slander  a 
woman  into  loving  you,  or  a  man  into  voting 
for  you,  try  it  till  you  are  satisfied. 

.  Another  specimen  of  this  bushwhacking — 
that  "shoe  strike."  Now  be  it  understood  that 
I  do  not  pretend  to  know  all  about  the  matter. 
I  am  merely  going  to  speculate  a  little  about 
some  of  its  phases,  and  at  the  outset  I  am  glad 
to  see  that  a  system  of  labor  prevails  in  New 
England  under  which  laborers  can  strike  when 
they  want  to,  where  they  are  not  obliged  to  work 
under  all  circumstances,  and  are  not  tied  down 
and  obliged  to  labor  whether  you  pay  them  or 
not!  I  like  the  system  which  lets  a  man  quit 
when  he  wants  to,  and  wish  it  might  prevail 
everywhere.  One  of  the  reasons  why  I  am  op- 
posed to  slavery  is  just  here.  What  is  the  true 
condition  of  the  laborer?  I  take  it  that  it  is 
best  for  all  to  leave  each  man  free  to  acquire 
property   as   fast   as    he   can.     Some   will    get 
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wealthy.  I  don't  believe  in  a  law  to  prevent  a 
man  from  getting  rich;  it  would  do  more  harm 
than  good.  So  while  we  do  not  propose  any 
war  upon  capital,  we  do  wish  to  allow  the  hum- 
blest man  an  equal  chance  to  get  rich  with  every- 
body else.  When  one  starts  poor,  as  most  do  in 
the  race  of  life,  free  society  is  such  that  he  knows 
he  can  better  his  condition;  he  knows  that  there 
is  no  fixed  condition  of  labor  for  his  whole  life. 
I  am  not  ashamed  to  confess  that  twenty-five 
years  ago  I  was  a  hired  laborer,  mauling  rails, 
at  work  on  a  flatboat — just  what  might  happen 
to  any  poor  man's  son.  I  want  every  man  to 
have  a  chance — and  I  believe  a  black  man  is 
entitled  to  it — in  which  he  can  better  his  con- 
dition— when  he  may  look  forward  and  hope 
to  be  a  hired  laborer  this  year  and  the  next, 
work  for  himself  afterward,  and  finally  to  hire 
men  to  work  for  him.  That  is  the  true  system. 
Up  here  in  New  England  you  have  a  soil  that 
scarcely  sprouts  black-eyed  beans,  and  yet  where 
will  you  find  wealthy  men  so  wealthy,  and  pov- 
erty so  rarely  in  extremity?  There  is  not  an- 
other such  place  on  earth!  I  desire  that  if  you 
get  too  thick  here,  and  find  it  hard  to  better 
your  condition  on  this  soil,  you  may  have  a 
chance  to  strike  and  go  somewhere  else,  where 
you  may  not  be  degraded,  nor  have  your  family 
corrupted  by  forced  rivalry  with  negro  slaves. 
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I  want  you  to  have  a  clean  bed  and  no  snakes  in 
it!  Then  you  can  better  your  condition,  and  so 
it  may  go  on  and  on  in  one  ceaseless  round  so 
long  as  man  exists  on  the  face  of  the  earth. 

Now  to  come  back  to  this  shoe  strike.  If, 
as  the  senator  from  Illinois  asserts,  this  is  caused 
bv  withdrawal  oi  Southern  votes,  consider 
briefly  how  you  will  meet  the  difficulty.  You 
have  done  nothing,  and  have  protested  that  you 
have  done  done  nothing,  to  injure  the  South; 
and  yet  to  get  back  the  shoe  trade,  you  must 
leave  ofif  doing  something  that  you  are  now 
doing.  What  is  it?  You  must  stop  thinking 
slavery  wrong.  Let  your  institutions  be  wholly 
changed;  let  your  State  constitutions  be  sub- 
verted; glorify  slavery;  and  so  you  will  get  back 
the  shoe  trade — for  what?  You  have  brought 
owned  labor  with  it  to  compete  with  your  own 
labor,  to  undervvork  you,  and  degrade  you.  Are 
you  ready  to  get  back  the  trade  on  these  terms? 

But  the  statement  is  not  correct.  You  have 
not  lost  that  trade;  orders  were  never  better  than 
now.  Senator  Mason,  a  Democrat,  comes  into 
the  Senate  in  homespun,  a  proof  that  the  disso- 
lution of  the  Union  has  actually  begun.  But 
orders  are  the  same.  Your  factories  have  not 
struck  work,  neither  those  where  they  make  any- 
thing for  coats,  nor  for  pants,  nor  for  shirts,  nor 
for  ladies'  dresses.    Mr.  Mason  has  not  reached 
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the  manufacturers  who  ought  to  have  made  him 
a  coat  and  pants.  To  make  his  proof  good  for 
anything,  he  should  have  come  into  the  Senate 
barefoot. 

Another  bushwhacking  contrivance — simply 
that,  nothing  else!  I  find  a  good  many  people 
who  are  very  much  concerned  about  the  loss  of 
Southern  trade.  Now,  either  these  people  are 
sincere,  or  they  are  not.  I  will  speculate  a  lit- 
tle about  that.  If  they  are  sincere,  and  are 
moved  by  any  real  danger  of  the  loss  of  the 
Southern  trade,  they  will  simply  get  their  names 
on  the  white  list,  and  then  instead  of  persuading 
Republicans  to  do  likewise,  they  will  be  glad 
to  keep  you  away.  Don't  you  see  they  thus  shut 
ofif  competition?  They  would  not  be  whisper- 
ing around  to  Republicans  to  come  in  and  share 
the  profits  with  them.  But  if  they  are  not  sin- 
cere, and  are  merely  trying  to  fool  Republi- 
cans out  of  their  votes,  they  will  grow  very 
anxious  about  your  pecuniary  prospects;  they 
are  afraid  you  are  going  to  get  broken  up  and 
ruined;  they  did  not  care  about  Democratic 
votes — oh,  no,  no,  no!  You  must  judge  which 
class  those  belong  to  whom  you  meet.  I  leave 
it  to  you  to  determine  from  the  facts. 

Let  us  notice  some  more  of  the  stale  charges 
against  Republicans.  You  say  we  are  sectional. 
We  deny  it.     That  makes  an  issue;  and  the  bur- 
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den  of  proof  is  upon  you.  You  produce  your 
proof;  and  what  is  it?  Why,  that  our  party  has 
no  existence  in  your  section — gets  no  votes  in 
your  section.  The  fact  is  substantially  true;  but 
does  it  prove  the  issue?  If  it  does,  then  in  case 
we  should,  without  change  of  principle,  begin 
to  get  votes  in  your  section,  we  should  thereby 
cease  to  be  sectional.  You  cannot  escape 
this  conclusion;  and  yet,  are  you  willing  to 
abide  by  it?  If  you  are,  you  will  prob- 
ably soon  find  that  we  have  ceased  to  be 
sectional,  for  we  shall  get  votes  in  your  section 
this  very  year.  The  fact  that  we  get  no  votes 
in  your  section  is  a  fact  of  your  making,  and  not 
of  ours.  And  if  there  be  fault  in  that  fact,  that 
fault  is  primarily  yours,  and  remains  so  until 
you  show  that  we  repel  you  by  some  wrong  prin- 
ciple or  practice.  If  we  do  repel  you  by  any 
wrong  principle  or  practice,  the  fault  is  ours; 
but  this  brings  you  to  where  you  ought  to  have 
started — to  a  discussion  of  the  right  or  wrong 
of  our  principle.  If  our  principle,  put  in  prac- 
tice, would  wTong  your  section  for  the  benefit 
of  ours,  or  for  any  other  object,  then  our  prin- 
ciple and  we  with  it,  are  sectional,  and  are  justly 
opposed  and  denounced  as  such.  Meet  us,  then, 
on  the  question  of  whether  our  principle,  put 
in  practice  would  w^rong  your  section;  and  so 
meet  it  as  if  it  were  possible  that  something  may 
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be  said  on  our  side.  Do  you  accept  the  chal- 
lenge? No?  Then  you  really  believe  that  the 
principle  which  our  fathers  who  framed  the 
government  under  which  we  live  thought  so 
clearly  right  as  to  adopt  it,  and  indorse  it  again 
and  again,  upon  their  official  oaths,  is,  in  fact, 
so  clearly  wrong  as  to  demand  your  condem- 
nation without  a  moment's  consideration. 

Some  of  you  delight  to  flaunt  in  our  faces  the 
warning  against  sectional  parties  given  by 
Washington  in  his  Farewell  Address.  Less  than 
eight  years  before  Washington  gave  that  warn- 
ing, he  had,  as  President  of  the  United  States, 
approved  and  signed  an  act  of  Congress  enforc- 
ing the  prohibition  of  slavery  in  the  Northwest- 
ern Territory,  which  act  embodied  the  policy  of 
government  upon  that  subject  up  to  and  at  the 
very  moment  he  penned  that  warning;  and  about 
one  year  after  he  penned  it,  he  wrote  Lafayette 
that  he  considered  that  prohobition  a  wise  meas- 
use,  expressing  in  the  same  connection  his  hope 
that  we  should  some  time  have  a  confederacy  of 
free  States. 

Bearing  this  in  mind,  and  seeing  that  section- 
alism has  since  arisen  upon  this  same  subject,  is 
that  warning  a  weapon  in  your  hands  against 
us,  or  in  our  hands  against  you?  Could  Wash- 
ington himself  speak,  would  he  cast  the  blame 
of  that  sectionalism  upon   us  who  sustain  his 
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policy,  or  upon  you  who  repudiate  it?  We  re- 
spect that  warning  of  Washington,  and  we  com- 
mend it  to  you,  together  with  his  example  point- 
ing to  the  right  application  of  it. 

But  you  say  you  are  conservative — eminently 
conservative — while  we  are  revolutionary,  de- 
structive, or  something  of  that  sort.  What  is 
conservatism?  Is  it  not  adherence  to  the  old  and 
tried  against  the  new  and  untried?  We  stick  to, 
contend  for,  the  identical  old  policy  on  the  point 
in  controversy  which  was  adopted  by  our  fath- 
ers who  framed  the  government  under  which 
we  live;  while  you  with  one  accord  reject,  and 
scout,  and  spit  upon  that  old  policy,  and  insist 
upon  substituting  something  new.  True,  you 
disagree  among  yourselves  as  to  what  that  sub- 
stitute shall  be;  you  have  considerable  variety 
of  new  propositions  and  plans,  but  you  are  unan- 
imous in  rejecting  and  denouncing  the  old  policy 
of  the  fathers.  Some  of  you  are  for  reviving  the 
foreign  slave-trade;  some  for  a  congressional 
slave  code  for  the  Territories ;  some  for  Congress 
forbidding  the  Territories  to  prohibit  slavery 
within  their  limits ;  some  for  maintaining  slavery 
in  the  Territories  through  the  judiciary;  some 
for  the  "great  principle"  that  if  one  man  would 
enslave  another,  no  third  man  should  object, 
fantastically  called  "popular  sovereignty";  but 
never  a  man  among  you  in  favor  of  Federal  pro- 
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hibition  of  slavery  in  Federal  Territories  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  our  fathers  who 
framed  the  government  under  which  we  live. 
Not  one  of  all  your  various  plans  can  show  a 
precedent  or  an  advocate  in  the  century  within 
which  our  government  originated.  And  yet  you 
draw  yourselves  up  and  say,  "We  are  eminently 
conservative." 

It  is  exceedingly  desirable  that  all  parts  of 
this  great  Confederacy  shall  be  at  peace  and  in 
harmony  one  with  another.  Let  us  Republicans 
do  our  part  to  have  it  so.  Even  though  much 
provoked,  let  us  do  nothing  through  passion  and 
ill  temper.  Even  though  the  Southern  people 
will  not  so  much  as  listen  to  us,  let  us  calmly  con- 
sider their  demands,  and  yield  to  them  if,  in  our 
deliberate  view  of  our  duty,  we  possibly  can. 
Judging  by  all  they  say  and  do,  and  by  the 
subject  and  nature  of  their  controversy  with  us, 
let  us  determine,  if  we  can,  what  will  satisfy 
them. 

Will  they  be  satisfied  if  the  Territories  be  un- 
conditionally surrendered  to  them?  We  know 
they  will  not.  In  all  their  present  complaints 
against  us  the  Territories  are  scarcely  men- 
tioned. Invasions  and  insurrections  are  the  rage 
now.  Will  it  satisfy  them  if  in  the  future  we 
have  nothing  to  do  with  invasions  and  insurrec- 
tions?   We  know  it  will  not.    We  so  know  be- 
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cause  we  know  we  never  have  had  anything  to 
do  with  invasions  and  insurrections;  and  yet  this 
total  abstaining  does  not  exempt  us  from  the 
charge  and  the  denunciation. 

The  question  recurs,  What  will  satisfy  them? 
Simply  this:  we  must  not  only  let  them  alone, 
but  we  must  somehow  convince  them  that  we 
do  let  them  alone.  This  we  know  by  experience 
is  no  easy  task.  We  have  been  so  trying  to  con- 
vince them  from  the  very  beginning  of  our  or- 
ganization, but  with  no  success.  In  all  our  plat- 
forms and  speeches  we  have  constantly  pro- 
tested our  purpose  to  let  them  alone;  but  this 
has  had  no  tendency  to  convince  them.  Alike 
unavailing  to  convince  them  is  the  fact  that  they 
have  never  detected  a  man  of  us  in  any  attempt 
to  disturb  them. 

These  natural  and  apparently  adequate  means 
all  failing,  what  will  convince  them?  This,  and 
this  only:  cease  to  call  slavery  wrong,  and  join 
them  in  calling  it  right.  And  this  must  be  done 
thoroughly — done  in  acts  as  well  as  in  words. 
Silence  will  not  be  tolerated — we  must  place 
ourselves  avowedly  with  them.  Douglas's  new 
sedition  law  must  be  enacted  and  enforced,  sup- 
pressing all  declarations  that  slavery  is  wrong, 
whether  made  in  politics,  in  presses,  in  pulpits, 
or  in  private.  We  must  arrest  and  return  their 
fugitive  slaves  with  greedy  pleasure.    We  must 
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pull  down  our  free-State  constitutions.  The 
whole  atmosphere  must  be  disinfected  of  all 
taint  of  opposition  to  slavery  before  they  will 
cease  to  believe  that  all  their  troubles  proceed 
from  us.  So  long  as  we  call  slavery  wrong, 
whenever  a  slave  runs  away  they  will  overlook 
the  obvious  fact  that  he  ran  because  he  was  op- 
pressed, and  declare  that  he  was  stolen  off. 
Whenever  a  master  cuts  his  slaves  with  the  lash, 
and  they  cry  out  under  it,  he  will  overlook  the 
obvious  fact  that  the  negroes  cry  out  because 
they  are  hurt,  and  insist  that  they  were  put  up 
to  it  by  some  rascally  Abolitionist. 

I  am  quite  aware  that  they  do  not  state  their 
case  precisely  in  this  way.  Most  of  them  would 
probably  say  to  us:  *^Let  us  alone;  do  nothing 
to  us,  and  say  what  you  please  about  slavery." 
But  we  do  let  them  alone, — have  never  disturbed 
them, — so  that,  after  all,  it  is  what  we  say  which 
dissatisfies  them.  They  will  continue  to  accuse 
us  of  doing,  until  we  cease  saying. 

I  am  also  aware  that  they  have  not  as  yet  in 
terms  demanded  the  overthrow  of  our  free-State 
constitutions.  Yet  those  constitutions  declare  the 
wrong  of  slavery  with  more  solemn  emphasis 
than  do  all  other  sayings  against  it;  and  when 
all  these  other  sayings  shall  have  been  silenced, 
the  overthrow  of  these  constitutions  will  be  de- 
manded, and  nothing  be  left  to  resist  the  demand. 
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It  is  nothing  to  the  contrary  that  they  do  not 
demand  the  whole  of  this  just  now.  Demand- 
ing what  they  do,  and  for  the  reason  they  do,  they 
can  voluntarily  stop  nowhere  short  of  this  con- 
summation. Holding  as  they  do  that  slavery 
is  morally  right  and  socially  elevating,  they  can- 
not cease  to  demand  a  full  national  recognition 
of  it,  as  a  legal  right  and  a  social  blessing. 

Nor  can  we  justifiably  withhold  this  on  any 
ground  save  our  conviction  that  slavery  is  wrong. 
If  slavery  is  right,  all  words,  acts,  laws,  and  con- 
stitutions against  it  are  themselves  wrong,  and 
should  be  silenced  and  swept  away.  If  it  is  right, 
we  cannot  justly  object  to  its  nationality — its  uni- 
versality; if  it  is  wrong,  they  cannot  justly  in- 
sist upon  its  extension — its  enlargement.  All 
they  ask  we  could  readily  grant,  if  we  thought 
slavery  right;  all  we  ask  they  could  as  readily 
grant,  if  they  thought  it  wrong.  Their  thinking 
it  right,  and  our  thinking  it  wrong,  is  the  precise 
fact  upon  which  depends  the  whole  controversy. 
Thinking  it  right,  as  they  do,  they  are  not  to 
blame  for  desiring  its  full  recognition  as  being 
right;  but  thinking  it  wrong,  as  we  do,  can  we 
yield  to  them?  Can  we  cast  our  votes  with  their 
view,  and  against  our  own?  In  view  of  our 
moral,  social,  and  political  responsibilities,  can 
we  do  this? 

Wrong  as  we  think  slavery  is,  we  can  yet  af- 
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ford  to  let  it  alone  where  it  is,  because  that  much 
is  due  to  the  necessity  arising  from  its  actual 
presence  in  the  nation;  but  can  we,  while  our 
votes  will  prevent  it,  allow  it  to  spread  into  the 
national  Territories  and  to  overrun  us  here  in 
these  free  States? 

If  our  sense  of  duty  forbids  this,  then  let  us 
stand  by  our  duty  fearlessly  and  effectively.  Let 
us  be  diverted  by  none  of  those  sophistical  con- 
trivances wherewith  we  are  so  industriously 
plied  and  belabored — contrivances  such  as  grop- 
ing for  some  middle  ground  between  the  right 
and  the  wrong;  vain  as  the  search  for  a  man 
who  should  be  neither  a  living  man  nor  a  dead 
man;  such  as  a  policy  of  "don't  care"  on  a  ques- 
tion about  which  all  true  men  do  care;  such  as 
Union  appeals  beseeching  true  Union  men  to 
yield  to  Disunionists,  reversing  the  divine  rule, 
and  calling,  not  the  sinners,  but  the  righteous 
to  repentance;  such  as  invocations  to  Washing- 
ton, imploring  men  to  unsay  what  Washington 
did. 

Neither  let  us  be  slandered  from  our  duty  by 
false  accusations  against  us,  nor  frightened  from 
it  by  menaces  of  destruction  to  the  government, 
nor  of  dungeons  to  ourselves.  Let  us  have  faith 
that  right  makes  might;  and  in  that  faith  let  us 
to  the  end  dare  to  do  our  duty  as  we  understand 
it. 


